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REPORTS   OF   CASES 

HEARD   IN   THE 

HOUSE  OF  LORDS, 

UPON  APPEALS  AND  WRITS  OF  ERROR, 

And  decided  during  the  Session  I8SI9 

1st  &  2d  W.  IV. 


1831. 


IRELAND. 


JoHs   LysAGHT    and  James   Da-  1  Plaintiffs 
VERN, J      ifi  Error  ; 

Thomas  Walker,   Thomas  Per-1  y^  y,    , 
RioTT,    Henry    Walker,    ^^^\DeSendants  m 


John  Perriott, J 


Error. 


W.  and  Co.  being  about  to  engage  P.  C.  as  a  clerk,  a  letter  was 
addressed  to  them  bj  L.  and  D.  containing  the  following  ex- 
pressions: —  '*  Entertaining  the  highest  opinion  of  P.  C/s  in- 
**  tegniy^  &c.  we  hold  ourselves  responsible  to  you  in  the 
**  sum  of  500/.  sterling,  for  his  discharging  faithfully  and 
*^  honestly  any  duty  assigned  to,  or  trust  reposed  in  him,  and 
*<  we  are  ready  to  execute  deeds  to  that  effect,  and  for  that 
**  or  any  larger  sum  wherein  you  require  it."     After  the  re- 
ceipt of  this  letter,  P.  C.  entered  into  the  service  of  W.  and 
Co.,  and  was  employed  by  them  as  clerk  at  their  brewery  at 
B.  until  1821 »  when  he  was  removed  to  another  brewery  of 
W.  and  Co.  at  L.    Upon  his  removal  he  sent  in  a  statement 
of  his  receipts  and  disbursements  at  B.,  upon  which  he  made 
himself  debtor  to  the  amount  of  S79/.    His  payments  made  to 
W.  and  Co.  after  his  removal  to  L.,  exceeded  the  balance  left 
due  upon  the  account  at  B.  But  his  debit  to  them  on  account 
of  monies  received  at  L.  also  exceeded  that  amount.  He  died 
indebted  to  W.  and  Co.  for  monies  received  on  their  account. 
VOL.  V.  B 


CASES   IN   THE   HOUSE   OF  LORDS 

1831.  W.  and  Co.  brought  their  action  against  L.  and  D.  upon  the 
letter  of  guarantee  above  stated.  The  declaration  consisted 
of  ten  specials  and  two  common  counts.  In  the  first  four 
counts^  the  undertaking  is  stated  to  be  ft>r  the  discharge  of 
duties  at  B.  In  the  six  following  counts  it  is  stated  to  be  for 
the  discharge  of  duties  as  agent  generally,  and  in  those  last- 
named  counts,  the  consideration  stated  is,  that  W.  and  Co. 
would,  at  the  request  of  L.  &  D.,  appoint  P.  C.  as  their 
agent,  and  it  is  stated  that  thej  did  so. 

To  this  declaration  the  Defendant  pleaded  the  general  issue, 
and  that  there  was  no  note  or  memorandum  in  writing,  signed 
by  the  Defendant,  shewing  the  consideration  for  the  promise 
stated  in  the  declaration.  The  Plaintiff  took  issue  upon  the 
first  of  those  pleas,  and  to  the  second  replied,  that  there  was 
a  note  in  writing  signed  by  the  Defendant,  shewing  the  con- 
sideration of  the  promises.  The  Defendant  demurred  to  this 
replication.  The  demurrer,  which  rested  on  the  ground, 
that  the  replication  had  the  effect  of  putting  matter  of  law  to 
the  jury,  was  over-ruled  in  the  Court  below,  and  this  judgment 
was  affirmed. 

Upon  the  trial  of  the  issue  a  bill  of  exceptions  was  tendered 
and  sealed,  upon  which  the  following  points  were  decided :  — 
1.  That  an  account  delivered  by  a  principal  charging  himself 
is  evidence  against  his  surety.  2.  That  the  letter  of  guarantee, 
by  necessary  inference,  expressed  a  consideration,  viz.  the 
employment  of  P.  C.  S.  Tliat  the  consideration  expressed 
is  sojch  as  alleged  in  the  sixth  count  of  the  declaration, 
which  is  as  general  as  the  letter.  4.  That  where  an  account 
is  delivered  by  an  agent,  in  which  he  charges  himself  with  a 
balance,  and  he  continues  to  receive  monies  for  his  principal, 
his  subsequent  payments  are  not  necessarily  to  be  first  ap- 
plied to  the  extinction  of  the  previous  balance,  where  the 
subsequent  receipts  are  equal  to  the  subsequent  payments. 


A  HIS  was  a  writ  of  error  brought  by  the  Plain- 
tiffs  in  error,  on  the  affirmance  by  the  Court  of 
Exchequer  Chamber  in  Ireland,  of  a  judgment 
of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  there,  in  an  action  of 
assumpsit  J  brought  against  them  by  the  Defendants 
in  error,  for  the  nonperformance  of  an  under- 
taking or  guarantee,  contained  in  a  letter  written 
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ON  APPEALS  AND  WRITS  OF  ERROR. 

by  the   Plaintifis  in  error  to  the  Defendants  in       ISSI. 
error,  of  which  the  following  is  a  copy : — 

*^  Entertaining  the  highest  opinion  of  Mr. 
**  Patrick  Considine's  integrity  of  character,  as 
'<  well  as  propriety  of  conduct,  we  therefore  hold 
ourselves  responsible  to  you  in  the  sum  of  500/. 
sterlings  for  his  discharging  faithfully  and  honest- 
*'  ]y  any  duty  assigned  to,  or  trust  reposed  in  him  ; 
**  and  we  are  ready  to  execute  bonds  to  that  effect, 
**  and  for  that  or  any  larger  amount  that  may  be 
necessary,  whenever  you  require  it.  We  further 
strongly  recommend  Mr.  Considine  as  a  person 
likely  to  give  satisfaction  in  every  respect,  as  far  as 
depends  on  individual  exertions  and  qualifications. 

(signed)  "  John  Lysaght. 

"  James  Dayern. 

•*  To  Messrs.  Walker ^  Perrioit^  Co.  BrewerSf  Limerick/* 

The  declaration  (filed  in  Mich,  term  1821)  con- 
sisted of  ten  special  and  two  common  counts. 

In  the  first  special  count,  the  undertaking  of 
the  Raintifi&  in  error  is  stated  to  be,  that  *<  the 
said  Patrick  Considine  would  faithfully  and 
honestly  discharge  his  duty  as  agent  for  the  De- 
*^  fendants  in  error,  for  the  sale  of  ale  and  porter 
^*  at  Banagher,  in  the  King's  County/'  In  the 
second  count,  that  *'  he  would  faithfully  and 
honestly  discharge  the  trust  reposed  in  him,  as 
such  agent,  by  the  Defendants  in  error."  In 
the  third  count,  that  the  Plaintifis  in  error  ''  un- 
**  dertook  and  became  responsible  to  the  Defen- 
dants in  error,  to  the  amotmt  qf  500L  that  said 
^^Patrick  Considine  would  faithfully  and  honestly 
discharge  the  duty  of  such  agent."  And  in  the 
fourth  count,  that  the  Plaintiffs  in  error  <<  under- 
^  took  and  became  responsible  to  the  Defendants 
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CASES    IN    THE   HOUSE    OF    LORDS 

1831.       **  in  error,  to  the  amount  of  500/.  that  the  said 
"  Patrick  Considine  would  faithfully  and  honestly 
».  "  discharge  the  trust  reposed  in  him,  as  suck  agent, 

"  by  the  Defendants  in  error."     In  these  several 
counts,  the  consideration  for  the  undertaking  is 
stated  to  be,  that  the  Defendants  in  error  would 
appoint  said  Patrick  Considine  their  agent  for  the. 
sale  of  ale  and  beer  at  Banagher ;  and  the  breach 
assigned   consists  in  his  not  paying  or  handing 
over  to  the  Defendants  in  error  monies  received 
by  him  for  the  sale  of  ale  and  porter  at  Banagher. 
In  the  fifth  count,  the  undertaking  is  stated  to  be, 
that   "  Patrick    Considine   would    faithfully   and 
"  honestly  discharge  ant/  duty  assigned  to,  or  trust 
"  reposed  in   him   by   the  Defendants   in  error.** 
And  in  the  sixth  count,  that  the  Plaintiffs  in  error 
**  undertook,  and  became  responsible  to  the  De- 
•*  fendants  in  error,  to  the  amount  of  500/.  that 
**  said   Patrick   Considine    would    faithfully  and 
"  honestly  discharge  ant/  duty  assigned  to,  or  trust 
"  reposed  in  him,  by  the  Defendants  in  error." 
In  these  counts,  the  consideration  for  the  under- 
taking is  stated  to  be,  that  the  Defendants  in  error 
would,  at  the  request  of  the  Plaintiffs  in  error,  ap- 
point  Patrick   Considine   their   agent  generally ; 
and  the  breach  assigned,  consisted  in  his  not  ac- 
counting with  the  Defendants  in  error  for  money 
received  by  him  as  such  agent.     In  the  seventh 
and  eighth  counts,  the  undertaking  and  the  breach 
of  it  are  stated  as  in  the  fifth  and  sixth  counts ; 
but  the   consideration   for  such    undertaking    is 
stated  to  be,  that  the  Defendants  in  error  "would, 
"  at  the  request  of  the  said  Plaintiffs  in  error,  re- 
•*  pose  in  Patrick  Considine  the  trust  of  agent  for 
"  the  Defendants  in  error,  to  sell  porter  and  ale 
**  for  them  at  Banagher." 
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In  the  ninth  and  tenth  special  counts,  the  tin-  183 1. 
dertaking  and  consideration  for  it  are  stated  as  in  ^^ 
the  fifth  and  sixth  counts.     But  it  is  further  stated  ^' 

__^  WAIJCC& 

therein,  that  the  Defendants  in  error  did  appoint 
Patrick  Considine  their  agent,  and  did  assign  to 
him  the  duty  of  agent  to  sell  ale  and  porter  for 
them  at  Banagher,  and  to  perform  other  duties  of 
such  agent ;  averring,  that  they  had  an  establish- 
ment for  sale  of  ale  and  porter  at  Banagher,  and 
had  at  such  establishment  divers  large  quantities 
of  ale  and  porter,  and  also  divers  utensils  of  their 
trade  of  brewers,  of  great  value ;  and  that  it  was 
the  duty  of  Patrick  Considine  to  have  taken  care 
of  the  said  establishment,  and  the  said  ale  and 
porter,  and  utensils ;  but  that  he  neglected  to  do 
so ;  and  for  want  of  due  care  of  such  establish- 
ment, ale,  porter,  and  utensils,  permitted  the  said 
establishment  to  go  to  decay,  and  the  said  ale, 
porter,  and  utensils,  to  be  seized,  taken  away,  and 
destroyed  ;  wl(iereby  the  Defendants  in  error  were 
deprived  of  the  use  of  such  establishment,  and  lost 
a  large  quantity  of  ale  and  porter,  and  also  divers 
utensils. 

The  two  last  counts  of  the  declaration  are  the 
common  counts  for  money  lent,  &c.,  and  on  an 
account  stated  between  the  parties. 

To  this  declaration  the  Plaintiff  in  error,  John 
Lysaght  (in  Hilary  term  1822,)  pleaded  the  gene- 
ral issue  of  non  assumpsit ;  and  also,  by  leave  of 
the  Court,  as  to  the  1st,  2d,  Sd,  4th,  5th,  6th,  7th, 
8th,  9th,  ^  and  10th  counts,  that  the  said  several 
promises  in  those  counts  mentioned,  were  special 
promises  to  answer  for  the  default  of  the  said 
Patrick  Considine,  and  that  no  agreement  in  re- 
spect of^  or  relating  to  the  said  several  supposed 
causes  of  action  in  those  counts  mentioned,  or  any 
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18S1.  of  them,  or  any  memorandum  or  note  thereof, 
wherein  the  consideration  of  the  said  several  special 
promises,  or  any  of  them,  was  stated  or  shewn,  was 
in  writing,  or  was  signed  by  the  said  John  Lysaght, 
or  by  any  other  person  by  him  thereunto  lawfully 
authorised.  To  the  first  of  these  pleas  the  De- 
fendants in  error  added  a  similiter  ;  and  to  the  last 
of  them  replied,  that  notes  of  each  respective 
agreement,  in  respect  of,  and  relating  to  each  re- 
spective cause  of  action,  in  each  of  those  respec- 
tive counts  mentioned,  wherein  the  consideration 
of  the  special  promises  in  each  of  those  counts 
mentioned,  was  stated,  were  respectively  in  writing, 
and  signed  by  the  said  John  Lysaght 

To  this  latter  replication,  John  Lysaght  de- 
murred specially,  assigning  for  causes  of  demurrer, 
because  the  said  replication  did  not  tender  an 
issue  triable  by  the  Court,  or  by  a  jury,  and  at- 
tempted to  take  from  the  Court,  and  submit  to  the 
jury,  the  construction  of  written  instruments ;  and 
because  the  said  replication  was  double ;  and  also 
because  the  said  Defendants  in  error  ought  to  have 
set  forth  in  the  said  replication  the  written  instru- 
ments mentioned  in  the  said  replication ;  and  be- 
cause, even  supposing  that  a  verdict  should  be  had 
for  the  Defendants  in  error,  on  an  issue  taken  on 
the  said  replication,  no  judgment  could  be  pro- 
nounced thereon  ;  and  because  the  said  replication 
relied  on  a  case  different  from  one  stated  in  the 
declaration,  and  was  in  other  respects  uncertain, 
informal,  and  insufficient  The  Defendants  in 
error  joined  in  demurrer. 

The  Plaintiff  in  error,  James  Davem,  suffered 

judgment  to  pass  against  him  by  default ;  which 

was  entered  with  a  tmica  taxation  and  a  venire 

facias  awarded,  as  well  to  try  the  issue  between 
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the  Defendants  in  error  and  the  said  John  Ly-       18S1. 
saghty  as  to  inquire  what  damages  the  Defendants    ' 
in  error  had  sustained  by  occasion  of  the  premises, 
wherein  the  said  James  Davem  had  suffered  judg* 
ment  to  pass  against  him  by  default. 

In  Trinity  term  189S,  judgment  was  given  by 
the  Court  of  Exchequer  for  the  Defendants  in 
error  against  the  said  John  Lysaght»  on  the  de* 
murrer  to  the  replication;  and  on  the  26th  of 
July  following  the  issue  of  non  assumpsit  was  tried 
by  a  special  jury,  and  a  general  verdict  for  the  De« 
fendants  in  error  to  the  amount  of  338^1  16^.  3d. 
damages,  and  6d.  costs.  Nominal  damages  and 
costs  were  also  assessed  by  mistake  on  the  judg- 
ment in  demurrer,  which  were  afterwards  remitted 
by  the  Defendants  in  error. 

At  the  trial,  John  Lysaght  tendered  a  bill  of 
exceptions,  which  was  afterwards  sealed  by  the 
Judge  who  tried  the  cause.  The  following  is  a 
transcript  of  the  exceptions :  — 

Thomas  Walker,  Thomas  Perriott,  Henry  Wal- 
ker, and  John  Perriott,  Plaintifi^,  John  Lysaght^ 
Defendant, — Be  it  remembered,  that  on  Friday  the 
26th  day  of  July,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  18221,  at 
Tholsd,  in  the  county  of  the  city  of  Limerick, 
before  the  Honourable  Richard  Pennefather,  one 
of  the  Barons  of  His  Majesty's  Court  of  Exche- 
quer aforesaid,  and  one  of  the  Justices  appointed  to 
hold  the  assizes  in  and  for  the  county  of  the  city 
of  Limerick,  came  as  well  the  said  Plaintiffi  (the 
now  Defendants  in  error),  as  the  said  Defendant 
John  Lysaght,  by  their  attomies,  and  thereupon 
the  said  Plaintiffs,  in  order  to  maintain  the  issue 
aforesaid  on  their  part,  produced  one  Patrick  Cus- 
.sen,  who  being  duly  sworn,  and  examined  by 
counsel  on  behalf  of  the  said  Plaintiffs,  proved  that 
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1831.       the  name  John  Lysaght^  spearing  to  be  signed  to 
a  certain  paper-writing  then  produced  to  him,  was 
V'  written   by  the  Defendant  John   Lysaght;    and 

thereupon  the  said  paper-writing  was  read  to  the 
said  jurors,  in  the  words  and  figures  following, 
that  is  to  say.  [Here  the  letter  of  guarantee  was 
set  out  as  ante,  p.  2.]  And  thereupon  the  said 
Plaintiffs,  in  order  further  to  maintain  the  issue 
aforesaid  upon  their  part,  produced  one  Thomas 
Alangan,  who  being  duly  sworn,  and  examined  by 
counsel  on  behalf  of  the  Plaintiffs,  swore  that  he 
was  in  the  employment  of  the  Plaintifi^  since  the 
year  1815,  and  that  they  were  partners  in  the 
brewing  trade,  and  composed  the  firm  of  Walker, 
Perriott,  and  Company,  and  had  an  establishment 
for  the  sale  of  ale  and  porter  at  Banagher,  in  the 
King's  County ;  and  that  he  knew  Patrick  Consi- 
dine,  and  that  he  conducted  the  business  of  the 
Plaintifi^  at  Banagher,  and  got  possession  of  the 
establishment  there,  as  their  agent,  in  February 
1817 ;  and  that  he  died  in  May,  1821.  And  the 
said  Thomas  Alangan  was  thereupon  cross-ex- 
amined on  the  part  of  the  said  Defendant  John 
Lysaght,  and  proved,  that  the  said  Patrick  Consi- 
dine  first  received  from  the  said  Plaintiffs  a  salary 
of  100/.  per  annum,  and  1 J  per  cent,  on  the  money 
remitted  by  him  to  the  Plaintifi^,  and  that  he  was 
employed  by  the  Plaintiffs;  and  that  as  such 
agent  he  sold  and  disposed  of  ale  and  porter  for 
the  Plaintiffs  to  persons  residing  at  Birr,  Loughrea, 
and  the  surrounding  country,  and  was  the  agent 
for  the  Plaintiffs  for  selling  ale  and  porter  at  said 
places,  as  well  as  Banagher ;  and  that  he  had  been 
also,  in  the  year  1819,  employed  by  the  Plaintiffs 
to  purchase  corn  for  them,  and  was  allowed  a  com- 
mission on  that  account ;  and  that  for  two  years 
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before  his  death  he  was  allowed  a  salary  of  200/.  1831. 
per  annum,  and  1^  per  cent,  on  the  amount  of  the 
sums  remitted  by  him  to  the  Plaintiffs.  And  there-  ^ 
upon  the  said  Plaintiffs,  in  order  further  to  main* 
tain  the  issues  aforesaid  upon  their  part,  produced 
one  Morty  Flanagan,  who  being  duly  sworn,  and 
examined  by  counsel  on  behalf  of  the  Plaintiffs, 
proved  that  the  said  Patrick  Considine  acted  as 
agent  for  the  Plaintiffs  for  the  sale  of  ale  and  por« 
ter  at  Banagher,  Loughrea,  and  other  places ;  and 
that  the  said  Morty  Flanagan  was  his  clerk,  and 
acted  for  him  in  transacting  the  business  of  his 
agency  aforesaid ;  and  that  the  said  Patrick  Con- 
sidine, as  such  agent,  transmitted  to  the  Plaintiffs 
weekly  returns  of  the  porter  and  ale  received  and 
sold  by  the  said  Considine,  and  of  the  monies  paid 
to  him  as  such  agent ;  and  the  said  Morty  Flana- 
gan proved,  that  the  entries  in  a  certain  paper- 
writing  then  produced  to  him  were  in  the  hand- 
writing of  the  said  Patrick  Considine,  and  that 
said  paper-writing  was  one  of  the  said  weekly  re- 
turns, and  had  been  transmitted  by  the  said  Patrick 
Considine,  as  such  agent,  to  the  Plaintiffs.  And 
counsel  for  the  said  Plaintiffs  then  and  there  of- 
fered to  read  the  said  weekly  returns,  so  produced 
by  the  said  Morty  Flanagan,  to  the  said  jurors,  as 
evidence  to  shew  that  the  said  Patrick  Considine 
had  received,  as  such  agent,  the  sums  therein  stated 
to  have  been  received  by  him,  and  the  balance 
thereby  stated  by  him  to  be  due.  And  the  coun- 
sel for  the  said  Defendant  John  Lysaght  then 
and  there  insisted  that  said  paper-writing  ought 
not  to  be  received  in  evidence  against  the  said 
Defendant  John  Lysaght;  and  the  said  learned 
Judge  did  then  and  there  give  it  as  his  opinion 
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18S1.  that  the  said  paper-writing  so  produced  to  the 
said  Morty  Flanagan,  ought  to  be  received  in  evi- 
dence against  the  said  John  Lysaght,  for  the  pur- 
pose aforesaid ;  to  which  opinion  counsel  for  the 
said  Defendant  John  Lysaght  then  and  there  ex* 
cepted ;  and  then  and  there  the  said  paper-writing 
so  produced  to  the  said  Morty  Flanagan  was  read 
to  the  said  jurors,  and  was  in  the  words  and  figures 
following,  viz* :  »- 

«  Siaie  of  Cash  received  and  disbursed  on  account  of  Walker  and  Co.  at  their 

Store  at  Banagher^  Sd  February,  1821. 


£  s.  d. 

**Janf.3Q,  BftUnMoriMlweck  591  6  10 

Tbomat  Davli,  Birr    89  4    Si 
Ditto,  ditto,  ^bArrel 

of  ale,  omitted  7th 

Maj,  IL  2s 

From  Michael  Red- 

moods,  Birr 

31.  Hugh  Mooney,  ditto 

^  Feb)".  1.  Patrick     Coughlao, 

Ejre  Court    -    - 

Marj    A.    Gajnor* 

Frankford     -     - 

2.  Jamei  Egan,  Shan". 

Harbour 
9.  Hugh  GalTan,  Ba- 
nagfacr       « 
"Jan^90L  HngfaCdganyliOUgh- 
rea»  one  hogihead 
porter     returned, 

*  Feb)".  3.  Michael  Keating, 
ditto,  11  gallon! 
porter     retumedt 

^-  ^*  __— _ 

£879  11     9i 


5    0  0 

1     0  1 

4  4  0 
1  10  O 

5  0  0 
19    6  5 


£    M.      d. 
'^Jan^Sa  Bycarrlegepaidfbr 
hogihead  porter 
reCunted  bj  Col- 
gan,  Looghrea  •      O  10     O 
B7  balaooe     -     •  379    1     9| 


je379  11     9i 


tt 


And  thereupon  the  said  Morty  Flanagan  was 
examined  by  counsel  on  behalf  of  the  said  Defend- 
ant, and  proved  that  the  said  Patrick  Considine 
removed  his  residence  from  Banagher  to  Lougbrea 
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on  the  6th  of  Febraaiy,  1821,  and  afterwards  acted  issi. 
as  agent  for  Plaintiffi,  for  the  sale  of  ale  and  pcnr- 
ter,  whilst  residing  at  Loughrea,  until  the  time  of 
his  death ;  and  witness  transacted  the  business  of 
the  Plaintiffi  at  Banagher;  and  that  the  said  Patrick 
CcMisidine  from  that  period,  and  until  his  death, 
continued  to  act  as  such  agent  at  Loughrea ;  and 
up  to  the  12th  of  May,  1821,  transmitted  to  the 
Plaintiffi  from  Loughrea  weekly  returns  of  the 
porter  and  ale  received  and  sold  by  him  as  such 
agent  at  Loughrea,  and  of  the  monies  receiyed  by 
him  as  such  agent  at  Loughrea,  the  witness  keep- 
ing the  books  and  accounts  at  Banagher,  and 
making  weekly  returns  from  them  subsequent  to 
the  6th  of  February^  1821 ;  and  that  on  the  first 
of  the  returns  made  on  the  10th  of  February,  1821, 
by  said  Considine  from  Loughr.ea,  the  said  balance 
of  379/*  1^*  9^^*  is  the  first  item  charged  to  the 
said  Patrick  Considine.  And  that  it  appears  from 
the  weekly  returns  which  were  then  and  there  pro- 
duced to  said  Morty  Flanagan,  that  said  Considine 
had  remitted^from  the  said  Sd  of  February,  1821, 
until  his  death,  several  sums  of  money  received  by 
him  as  agent  of  the  Plaintiffi,  amounting  to  more 
than  the  said  balance  of  d79/«  1^*  9^d. ;  but  that 
the  debits  appearing  against  him  in  said  interval  in 
said  accounts,  exceeded  his  credits  in  the  same 
period ;  and  thus,  that  there  was  more  than  said 
sum  due  by  said  Considine  to  the  said  Plaintiffi  -at 
the  time  of  his  death,  for  monies  received  by  him 
as  such  agent ;  and  the  said  weekly  returns,  being 
duly  proved,  were  read  to  said  jurors.  And  the 
said  Morty  Flanagan  further  swore,  that  the  estab- 
lisbment  of  the  Plaintiffi  for  the  sale  of  ale  and 
porter  at  Loughrea  was  distinct  from  the  one  at 
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1831.       Banagher;  and  that  separate  books  were  kept  at 
each  of  said  places,  which  were  distant  more  than 
Tl-.       tweixty  miles  from  each  other.     And  thereupon 
counsel  for  the  Plaintiffs  closed  their  case. 

And  counsel  on  behalf  of  the  said  Defendant 
John  Lysaght  then  and  there  insisted  before  the 
said  learned  Judge,  that  the  said  paper-writing  so 
produced  by  the  said  Patrick  Cussen,  and  read  to 
the  said  jurors,  was  not  a  sufficient  agreement  in 
writing,  to  charge  the  said  Defendant  John  Lysaght 
for  the  debt  or  default  of  the  said  Patrick  Considine, 
inasmuch  as  the    consideration    for  the  promise 
of  the  said  John  Lysaght  was  not  stated  in  said 
paper- writing ;  but  the  said  learned  Judge  was  then 
and  there  pleased  to  give  it  as  bis  opinion,  that  the 
said  paper-writing  was  a  sufficient  agreement  in 
writing,  to  charge  the  said  Defendant  John  Ly- 
saght for  the  debt  or  default  of  the  said  Patrick 
Considine ;  to  which  opinion  counsel  for  the  said 
Defendant  John  Lysaght,  then  and  there  excepted. 
And  counsel  for  the  said  Defendant  John  Lysaght 
then  and  there  also  insisted  before  the  said  learned 
Judge,  that  even  supposing  that  said  paper-writing 
contained  an  agreement  sufficient  to  charge  the 
said  John  Lysaght  for  the  debt  or  default  of  the 
said  Patrick  Considine,  yet  the  consideration  ap- 
pearing on  said  paper-writing  varied  from  every 
count  in  the  declaration  mentioned^  and  that  there- 
fore the  said  learned  Judge  ought  to  direct  the  said 
jurors  to  find  a  verdict  for  the  said  Defendant  John 
Lysaght ;  but  the  said  learned  Judge  did  then  and 
there  refuse  to  direct  the  said  jurors  on  this  account 
to  find  a  verdict  for  the  said  Defendant,«and  gave 
it  as  his  opinion  to  the  said  jurors,  that  the  consi- 
deration appearing  on  said  paper-writing  did  not 
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vary  from  the  consideration  in  all  the  counts  of  the       1831. 
said    declaration    mentioned;    to   >\hich    opinion 
counsel  for  the  said  Defendant  John  Lysaght  also      ^  j'; 
excepted.     And  the  said  counsel  for  the  said  De- 
fendant John  Lysaght  further  insisted  before  the 
said  learned  Judge,  that  inasmuch  as  it  appeared 
from  the  evidence  of  the  said  persons  so  examined 
on  the  part  of  the  said  Plaintifls,  that  the   said 
Patrick  Considine,  as  agent  for  Plaintifis,  had  sold 
ale  and  porter  to  persons  residing  at  Birr,  Loughrea, 
and  other  places,  as  well  as  Banagher,  and  have 
never  confined  their  sales  of  ale  and  porter  to 
Banagher  alone,  the  avermentsf  in  the  declaration, 
that  the  said  Patrick  Considine  had  been  appointed 
by  Plaintifl^,  and  had  acted  as  their  agent  for  the 
sale  of  ale  and  porter  at  Banagher,  had  not  been 
supported ;    but  the  said  learned  Judge  did  then 
and  there  give  it  as  his  opinion,  that  the  averments 
in  the  said  declaration  of  appointment  of  the  said 
Patrick  Considine,  as  the  agent  of  the  Plaintiffs, 
for  the  sale  of  ale  and  porter  at  Banagher,  were 
sufficiently  proved ;  to  which  opinion  counsel  for 
the    said  Defendant    John    Lysaght    again    ac- 
cepted.   And  counsel  for  the  said  Defendant  John 
Lysaght,  further  insisted  before  tlie  said  learned 
Judge,   that  the  said  paperwriting  merely  con- 
tained an   offer  on   the    part  of  the    said   John 
Lysaght  to  become  security  to  the  Plaintiffs  for 
the  good  conduct  of  the  said  Patrick  Considine, 
and    that   the    said    Plaintifis    ought    to    have 
shewn  that   they  had  communicated  to  the  said 
John    Lysaght,   that    such    offer    had  been    ac- 
cepted ;  but  the  said  learned  Judge  did  then  and 
there  give  it  as  his  opinion  to  the  said  jurors,  that 
siud  paper-writing  contained  an  engagement  on  the 
part  of  the  Defendant  John  Lysaght,  and  was  not 


14  CASES  IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  LORDS 

1831.  merely  an  ofier  on  the  part  of  the  said  Defendant  to 
become  surety  for  the  said  Patrick  Considine ;  and 
that  it  was  not  necessary  for  said  PlaintifB  to  shew 
that  they  had  communicated  to  the  said  Defendant 
John  Lysaght,  that  they  had  accepted  him  as  such 
surety;  to  which  opinion  counsel  for  the  said 
Defendant  John  Lysaght  also  excepted.  And 
counsel  for  the  said  Defendant  further  insisted 
before  the  said  learned  Judge,  that  inasmuch  as 
it  appeared  from  the  evidence  so  given  on  the 
part  of  the  Plaintiflb,  that  the  said  Patrick  Con- 
sidine had,  after  the  dd  of  February,  1821,  re- 
mitted to  the  said  Plaintiffi  sums  of  money 
amounting  in  the  entire  to  more  than  said  balance 
of  379/*  Is.  9^«,  due  on  that  day,  the  said  learned 
Judge  ought,  upon  the  evidence,  to  tell  the  said 
jury,  that  the  said  sum  so  remitted  should  be  now 
considered  as  applicable  to  the  discharge  of  said 
balance;  and  that  on  this  ground  they  ought  to 
find  a  verdict  for  the  Defendant;  but  the  said 
learned  Judge  did  refuse  to  give  such  direction  to 
the  said  jury;  to  which  opinion  counsel  for  the 
said  Defendant  also  excepted.  And  counsel  for 
the  said  Defendant  John  Lysaght,  further  insisted 
before  the  said  learned  Judge,  that  inasmuch  as 
said  Plaintiffs  had  not  informed  the  said  Defend- 
ants of  the  balance  due  by  said  Considine  at  the 
time  he  removed  as  aforesaid  to  Lough  rea,  or  that 
the  said  Considine  had  ceased  to  be  their  agent  at 
Banagher,  and  had  not  taken  any  proceedings 
against  said  Considine  for  such  balance,  the  said 
Defendant  John  Lysaght,  who  is  chargeable,  if  at 
all,  merely  as  surety,  for  said  Patrick  Considine, 
was  thereby  discharged  from  any  liability  by  reason 
of  the  said  paper- writing ;  but  the  said  learned 
Judge  did  then  and  there  decline  to  direct  the 

13 
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jury,  that  the  said  John  Lysaght  was  discharged       18S1. 
from  his  liability  as  surety  for  the  said  Patrick 
Considine  by  the  circumstances  aforesaid;  to  which 
opinion  counsel  for  the  said  Defendant  John  Ly- 
saght further  excepted.     And  the  said  learned 
Judge  having  then  submitted  the  case  to  the  said 
jurors,  they  found  a  verdict  for  the  said  Plainti& 
for  the  sum  of  SSSL  l6s.  Sd.     And  inasmuch  as 
the  said  several  matters  so  insisted  on  by  the 
counsel  for  the  said  Drfendant  did  not  aj^ear  on 
the  record  of  the  verdict  aforesaid,  the  coimsel  for 
the  said  Defendant  John  Lysaght  prayed  the  said 
learned  Judge  to  sign  the  said  bill,  containing  the 
several  matters  so  insisted  on  by  the  said  counsel, 
according  to  the  form  of  the  statute.    And  the 
said  learned  Judge  thereupon,  at  the  request  of 
the  said  counsel,  set  his  band  and  seal  thereto, 
according  to  the  form  of  the  statute. 

Richard  Fennefather.  (l.  s.) 

This  bill  of  exceptions  being  entered  on  record, 
the  Court  of  Exchequer  in  Ireland  were  of  opi* 
nion,  that  the  same,  and  the  matters  therein  con- 
tained, were  not  sufficient  in  the  law,  to  preclude 
or  prevent  the  Defendants  in  error  from  having 
judgment  and  execution  on  the  postea  for  the 
damages  and  costs  assessed  by  the  jury;  and  ac- 
cordingly gave  judgment  for  the  Defendants  in 
error,  for  such  damages  and  costs ;  and  160/.  ISs. 
sterling  for  costs  de  incrementOy  amounting  alto- 
gether to  499A  9s.  9d.  sterling. 

On  this  judgment  a  writ  of  error  was  brought 
by  the  Plaintiffs  in  error  in  the  Court  of  Exche- 
quer Chamber  in  Ireland ;  and  the  record  having 
been  removed  thither,  the  following  errors  were  in 
Michaelmas  term  1824,  assigned  by  the  said  Plain- 
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18S1.       tifls  in  error,  viz.,  that  the  replication  of  the  De- 
fendants in  error,  by  them  pleaded  to  second  plea 
of  the  said  John  Lysaght,  was  not  good  and  suffi- 
cient in  error,  for  the  said  Defendants  in  error  to 
have  and  maintain  their  aforesaid  action  against 
the  said  John  Lysaght.     And  also,   that  it  was 
adjudged  by  the  Barons,  that  the  bill  of  excep- 
tions, and  the  matters  therein  contained,  were  not 
good  and  sufficient  in  the  law,  to  bar  or  preclude 
the  said  Defendants  in  error  from  having  judg- 
ment and  execution  on  the  posted^  as  well  for  the 
sum  ofSS&L  l6s.  3d.  sterling,  the  damages  assessed 
by  the  jury  on  occasion  of  the  not  performing  of 
the  promises  and  undertakings  in  the  declaration 
mentioned,   by  the   said  John  Lysaght,   and  h^ 
occasion  of  the  premises,  wherein  the  said  James 
Davern  suffered  judgment  to  go  by  default,  as  for 
the  said  stJ^pence  sterlings  in  like  manner  by  the 
said  jury  in  form  aforesaid,  for  their  costs  and 
charges  in  and  about  their  suit  in  that  behalf  ex- 
pended ;  whereas  the  said  bill  of  exceptions,  and 
the  matters  therein  contained,  were  good  and  suffi- 
cient in  law,   to  preclude  and  prevent  the  said 
Defendants  in  error  from  having  judgment  and 
execution  on  the  postea  for  said  sums.*    And  also, 
that  by  the  record  aforesaid,  it  appeared  that  the 
judgment  aforesaid,  in  form  aforesaid  given,  was 
given  for  the  said  Defendants  in  error,  against  the 
said  Plaintiffs  in  error;  whereas  by  the  law  of  the 
land,  the  said  judgment  ought  to  have  been  given 
for  the  Plaintifis  in  error,  against  the  Defendants 
in  error. 

The  Defendants  in  error,  having  joined  in  error, 
the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  was,  on 
the  24th  of  May,  18S5,  afler  argument,  affirmed 
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by  the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber  in  Ireland,       issi. 
and  38/.  Is.  sterling  awarded  to  the  Defendants  for 
the  costs  in  error. 

On  this  affirmance,  this  writ  of  error  was  brought 
in  the  House  of  Lords. 


For  the  Plaintiffs  in  error. 

The  weekly  return  ought  not  to  have  been  re* 
ceived  as  evidence  against  the  Plaintiffs  in  error,  in 
order  to  shew  that  Patrick  Considine  had  received 
the  sums  of  money  with  which  he  had  therein 
debited  himself,  without  producing  the  persons 
from  whom  he  thereby  stated  he  had  received  the 
same,  for  the  declarations  of  a  principal  are  not 
evidence  against  a  surety;  Bacon  v.  Chesnetf^ 
1  Stark.  192. ;  and  although  Patrick  Considine 
was  dead  at  the  time  when  the  weekly  return  was 
offered  in  evidence,  yet  this  circumstance  does 
not  render  his  declaration  admissible  for  the  pur- 
pose for  which  it  was  offered,  inasmuch  as  entries 
by  deceased  persons  have  never  been  received  in 
evidence,  to  prove  the  truth  of  the  entries  them* 
selves  in  order  to  charge  third  persons  with  the 
payment  of  money ;  and  they  are  peculiarly  ob« 
jectionable  where  the  facts  sought  to  be  established 
by  them  are  of  recent  occurrence,  and  if  true, 
capable  of  proof  by  living  witnesses. 

It  is  enacted  by  the  statute  of  frauds,  ^*  That  no 
action  can  be  maintained  whereby  to  charge  the 
Defendants  upon  any  special  promise  to  answer 
for  the  debt,  default,  or  miscarriage  of  another 
person,  unless  the  agreement  upon  which  such 
action  shall  be  brought,  or  some  memorandum  or 
note  thereof  shall  be  in  writing,  and  signed  by  the 
party  to  be  charged  therewith ; "  and  it  has  been 
established  by  a  long  series  of  c^sesi  that  the  pF0<*' 
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^g31*  mise  is  not  binding  by  thp  statute,  unless  the  con* 
sideration  which  forms  part  of  the  agreement  is 
stated  in  writing;  the  consideration  for  the  pro* 
mise  ot  the  Plainti£&  in  error  does  not  appear 
upon  the  written  document  produced  to  prove  the 
promise ;  in  order  to  effectuate  the  object  of  the 
statute,  if  it  is  essential  that  the  consideration 
must  appear  at  all,  it  must  appear  by  language  un- 
equivocally clear,  and  incapable  of  having  its  con- 
struction influenced  by  parol  proof  of  extrinsic 
facts ;  but  upon  the  face  of  the  memorandum  iu 
question,  it  does  not  appear  whether  the  agreement 
relates  to  a  past  or  future  transaction;  it  might 
relate  to  either,  or  even  to  the  performance  of  an 
illegal  tru^t  Jenkins  v.  Reynolds,  3  Brod.  &  Bing. 
U.  23. 

Supposing  that  the  consideration  does  appear 
upon  the  face  of  the  written  memorandum,  yet 
that  consideration  is  not  truly  stated  in  any  count 
in  the  declaration ;  the  counta  which  state  the  con* 
sideration  most  largely  are  those  which  allege  the 
promise  to  have  been  made  in  consideration  that 
the  Defendants  in  error  would  appoint  Patrick 
Considine  their  agent;  yet  it  is  plain,  upon  the 
construction  of  the  instrument,  that  the  Plaintifi^ 
^n  error  would  have  been  equally  liable  if  a  differ* 
ent  trust  had  been  reposed  in  him,  and  he  had  been 
appointed  to  any  other  situation  instead  of  agent ; 
for  instance,  clerk  under  one  of  the  other  agents. 

The  averment  which  is  in  each  of  the  special 
county  that  Patrick  Considine  had  been  appointed 
agent  for  the  sale  of  ale  and  porter,  at  Banagher, 
was  not  supported  by  proof  of  agency  there  and 
elsewJiere. 

The  written  document  produced  to  prove  the 
undertaking  of  the  Plaintiffi  in  emor,  merely  con- 
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tained  an  ofier  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiffs  in  error  18S1. 
to  become  sureties  for  Patrick  Considine,  and  the 
Defendants  in  error  ought  to  have  shewn  that  they 
had  accepted  and  communicated  their  acceptance 
of  the  offer  to  the  Plaintiffi  in  error.  M^Tivor  v. 
Richardson.  * 

In  this  case  the  Plaintiffi  in  error  cannot,  in  any 
event,  be  liable  for  any  sum  of  money  except  what 
Patrick  Considine  received  as  agent  at  Banagher, 
and  did  not  remit  or  account  for ;  and  it  appears 
by  the  evidence  in  this  case,  that  Patrick  Considine 
had  remitted  to  the  Defendants  in  error  all  sums 
of*  money  which  he  had  received  as  such  ajgent  at 
Banagher,  and  consequently  that  the  balance  of 
379^  1^*  9^^*  Idte  Irish  currency,  returned  as  due 
by  bim  when  leaving  Banagher,  having  been  fully 
liquidated,  the  Plaintiffs  in  error  are  now  freed 
from  any  liability  to  which  they  might  have  been 
subject  on  account  of  that  balance,  and  that  the 
balance  has  been  discharged  appears  by  an  inspec* 
tion  of  the  weekly  returns  which  were  read  in 
evidence  in  this  case.  The  last  weekly  return 
transmitted  by  Considine  from  Banagher,  was  for 
the  week  ending  the  Sd  of  February,  and  in  that 
account  the  balance  of  879/*  Is.  9^€L  is  struck 
against  him.  Patrick  Considine  was  removed  from 
Banagher  to  Loughrea  in  the  middle  of  the  en- 
suing week,  namely,  the  6th  of  Febniary ;  and  the 
first  account  transmitted  from  Loughrea  is  for  the 
week  ending  the  10th  of  February  ;  the  debit  side 
of  this  account  is  composed  of  three  items  only, 
namely,  the  balance  of  379^  1^«  9^*  carried  for- 
ward  ^om  the  last  account,  one  sum  of  20/1,  and 
another  of  151^  both  received  subsequent  to  the 
6th  of  February,  and  consequently  at  Loughrea. 

•  1  M.  &  Selw.  557. 
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1881.  No  credits  are  claimed  by  this  account^  and  the 
sum  with  which  Considine  debits  himself  is  the 
gross  amount  of  the  former  balance,  and  the 
two  sums  received  at  Loughrea,  making  together 
the  sum  of  414/.  Is.  9^d. ;  this  sum  forms  the  first 
item  on  the  debit  side  of  the  next  succeeding  ac- 
count In  the  succeeding  accounts,  the  items  on 
both  sides  are  entered  in  chronological  order ; 
and,  in  the  absence  of  any  evidence  to  shew  a 
difierent  intention,  amount  to  an  express  allocation 
of  the  earliest  credits  to  discharge  the  earliest 
debits,  and  such  allocation  has  been  assented  to 
by  the  Defendants  in  error,  who  regularly  received 
the  weekly  accounts  without  objecting  to  such  ap- 
plication of  the  payments  made.  Clayton^ s  Case.  * 
The  Court  of  Exchequer  must  have  acted  on  this 
principle  to  a  certain  extent  when  they  pro- 
nounced the  order  of  the  12th  day  of  February, 
162S,  by  which  the  verdict  was  reduced  from 
379/.  1^.  9^.  to  338/1  16^.  Sd. ;  it  appearing  by 
the  return  for  the  week  ending  31st  of  March, 
1821,  that  the  sum  due  by  Patrick  Considine  on 
that  day  amounted  only  to  that  sum,  and  inas- 
much as  Considine  remitted  considerably  more 
than  the  sum  of  379/*  \s.  9\d.  after  his  removal 
from  Banagher,  the  balance  has  been  thereby 
altogether  discharged. 

The  Defendants  in  error  had  not  informed  the 
Plaintiffs  in  error  of  the  balance  due  by  Patrick 
Considine  at  the  time  of  his  removal  from 
Banagher,  and  did  not  inform  the  Plaintiffi  in 
error  that  Patrick  Considine  had  ceased  to  act  as 
agent  for  the  Defendants  in  error  at  Banagher;  and 
they  had  not  taken  any  proceedings  against  Patrick 
Considine^  to  recover  the  balance  due  by  him. 

•  1  Mer.  57*  . 
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In  Saunders  v.  Wakefield  *,  the  plea  was  in  the       18SI. 
same  form  as  in  this  case,  and  also  the  replication, 
except  that  it  set  out  the  written  promise.     Lord 
Tenterden  in  his  judgment  upon  that  case  says, 
<*  The  agreement  must  state  the  consideration/' 

In  Maggs  v.  Amesff  the  plea  was  the  same. 
Upon  a  special  demurrer  the  plea  was  held  good. 

In  the  Exchequer  the  doctrine  has  been  ques- 
tioned. A  similar  plea  was  held  bad.  Wood  B. 
protesting,  t  The  question  of  pleading  should  be 
considered  on  principle.  Put  the  case  of  a  de- 
claration upon  an  award.  Then  a  plea  of  nul  tiel 
agard.  Could  the  Plaintiff  reply  generally  that 
there  was  such  award  ?  Must  he  not  set  it  out  in 
terminis,  according  to  the  general  rules  of  plead- 
ing ?  Then  as  to  the  consideration ;  this  mode  of 
pleading  puts  too  much  in  the  power  of  the  jury, 
for  if  they  do  not  find  a  special  verdict  (which 
they  are  not  bound  to  do)  they  might  find  for  the 
Plaintiff  generally,  and  give  damages  to  the  Plain- 
tiff, and  yet  the  consideration  might  be  illegal,  and 
the  Defendant  be  left  without  remedy,  which  he 
would  not  be  if  the  consideration  must  be  specifi- 
cally set  out.  § 

For  the  Defendants  in  error  • 

The  undertaking  in  writing,  or  guarantee  signed 
by  the  Plaintiffs  in  error,  and  bearing  date  the 
I6th  of  December,  1816,  was  sufficient  to  charge 
the  Plaintifis  in  error  for  the  debt  or  default  of 
Patrick  Considine ;  and  it  would  have  been  suffi- 
cient for  that  purpose,  even  though  it  had  not 

*  4  B.  &  A.  695.  t  4  Bing.  473. 

i  UlUy  V.  Hewitt f  11  Price,  494.    See  Newierjf  ▼•  Amh 
4rong,  6  Biog.  201.  -  >     r 

t  See  Lowe  v,  EUred,  1  C.  &  M.  239. . 
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ISSl.  contained  the  consideration  for  entering  into  the 
same.  A  different  doctrine  was  indeed  laid  down 
in  the  case  of  Wain  v.  Warlters^  5  East,  10.  But 
the  propriety  of  that  decision  was  questioned  by 
Lord  Eldon,  in  a  case  of  ex  parte  Minet,  14  Yes. 
190.,  who  said,  that  it  had  been  contradicted  by  a 
variety  of  authorities  j  and  it  was  expressly  over- 
ruled by  him,  in  the  case  es  parte  Gordon^  i5  Yes. 
S86.*  It  is  also  material  to  observe^  that  the 
fourth  section  of  the  statute  of  frauds  does  not 
require  the  whole  agreement,  but  it  is  sufficient  if 
some  memorandum  or  note  thereqf  be  in  writing, 
and  signed  by  the  parties. 

If  it  were  necessary,  according  to  the  case  of 
Wain  and  Warlters^  that  the  consideration  for,  as 
well  as  the  promise  by  which  the  party  binds  him- 
self, should  appear  on  the  face  of  the  agreement, 
there,  is  a  sufficient  consideration  so  appearing  in 
the  present  case,  namely,  the  appointment  of 
Patrick  Considine  as  agent  to  the  Defendants  in 
error,  to  support  the  undertaking  by  the  Plaintifis 
in  error,  for  his  discharging  faithfully  and  honestly 
any  duty  assigned  to,  or  trust  reposed  in  him ; 
Stadt  (or  Stupp)  v.  Lile,  9  East,  348. ;  1  Campb. 
242,  S.  C. }  Morris,  v.  Stacey,  Holt.  Ni.  Pri.  153. ; 
Boehm  V.  CampbelU  3  Moore,  15. ;  Russell  and 
Another  v.  Morsley^  3  Brod.  &  Bing.  211. ;  and 
Pace  V.  Marshy  1  Bing.  216. 

The  consideration  appearing  on  the  face  of  the 
yndertaking  did  not  vary  from,  but  was  consistent 
with  the  consideration,  as  stated  in  the  several 
counts  of  the  declaration. 

The  undertaking  contained  a  binding  engage- 

*  And  see  FM  on  Mercantile  Guarantee*^  p.  246,  &e. 
16  East,  970.    Holt,  N.  P.  154,  &c  in  notes. 
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ment  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiffsl  in  error,  that  I8S1. 
Patrick  Considine  would  faithfully  and  honestly 
discharge  any  duty  assigned  to,  or  trust  reposed  in 
him ;  and  was  not  merely  an  offer  on  the  part  of 
the  Plaintiffs  in  error  to  become  sureties  for  Patrick 
Considine;  and  it  was  not  necessary  for  the  De- 
fendants in  error,  to  shew  that  they  had  commu- 
nicated to  the  Plaintiffs  in  error,  that  they  had 
accepted  them  as  such  sureties. 

The  replication  of  the  Defendants  in  error  to 
the  second  plea  of  the  Plaintiff  in  error  J6hn 
Lysaght,  was  good  and  sufficient  in  law ;  and  ii 
warranted  by  the  case  of  Maggs  v.  Amesy  1  Moore 
&  P.  294.,  which  was  determined  6n  the  authority 
of  a  similar  case,  of  Saunders  v.  Wakefield^  4  Bam. 
&  Aid.  595. 

The  paper- writing  produced  to  the  witness 
Morty  Flanagan,  being  one  of  the  weeklj^  returns 
transmitted  by  Patrick  Considine,  as  agent  to  the 
Defendants  in  error,  of  the  porter  and  ale  received 
and  sold  by  him,  and  of  the  monies  paid  to  him  as 
such  agent,  was  admissible,  and  properly  received 
in  evidence  against  John  Lysaght,  in  order  to  shew 
that  Patrick  Considine  had  received,  as  such  agent, 
the  sums  therein  stated  to  have  been  received  by 
him,  and  the  balance  stated  by  him  to  be  due.* 

Upon  the  evidence  stated  in  the  bill  of  excep- 
tions, the  averments  in  the  declaration,  that  Patrick 
Considine  had  been  appointed  by  the  Defendants 
in  error,  and  had  acted  as  their  agent  for  the  sale 
of  ale  and  porter  at  Banagher,  were  sufficiently 
proved. 

Upon  such  evidence,  the  sutn  of  money  remitted 

*  S«e  1  Phil.  Evid.  '4tb  edit.  26^,  6.  anfl  the  cases  thcore 
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188K  by  Patrick  Considine  to  the  Defendants  in  error 
after  the  Sd  of  February,  18S1,  ought  not  to  be 
considered  as  applicable  to  the  discharge  of  the 
balance  of  879/*  Is.  Q^d.  due  on  that  day,  but 
might  be  applied  by  the  Defendants  in  error  in 
discharge  of  the  debits  appearing  against  Patrick 
Considine,  in  the  interval  between  the  3d  of  Fe- 
bruary and  the  time  of  his  death. 

John  Lysaght  was  not  discharged  from  his 
liability  as  surety  for  Patrick  Considine,  by  reason 
of  the  Defendants  in  error  not  having  informed 
John  Lysaght  of  the  balance  due  by  Patrick  Con- 
sidine at  the  time  of  hiq  removal  to  Loughrea,  or 
that  Patrick  Considine  had  ceased  to  be  their 
agent  at  Banagher  ^  or  by  their  not  having  taken 
any  proceedings  against  him  for  such  balance. 

For  the  Plaintifis  in  Error,  Mr.  Serjt.  Taddy  and 
Mr.  Clarkson. 

Fgr  the  Defendants  in  error.  The  Attorney* 
General^  Sir  James  Scarlett^  and  Mr.  Tidd. 

At  the  conclusion  of  the  argument  the  judgment 
was  moved  by 

Lord  Tenterden.  —  The  first  question  to  be  con- 
sidered in  this  case  is  that  which  relates  to  the  de- 
murrer to  the  replication  to  the  second  plea.  The 
declaration,  consisting  of  several  counts,  is  in  sub- 
stance, that  the  Plaintifis  in  error  undertook  to 
guarantee  the  faithful  discharge  by  Patrick  Consi- 
dine of  his  duty  as  agent  for  the  Defendants  in 
error. 

To  this  declaration,  generally,  the  Defendant 
(Plaintifi*  in  error)  Lysaght  pleaded  the  general 
issue;  and  to  the  ten  special  counts,  as  it  appeared 
upon  the  face  of  them  that  the  question  arose  upon 
an  agreement  which  the  statute  of  frauds  required^ 
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to  be  in  writing,  the  Defendant  Lysaght,  by  leave  18S1. 
of  the  Court,  also  pleaded  specially  that  the  pro- 
mises  mentioned  in  those  counts  were  special  ^  »• 
prorobes  to  answer  for  the  default  of  Patrick  Con- 
sidine,  and  that  there  was  no  agreement,  memo- 
randum, or  note  wherein  the  consideration  of  those 
promises  was  stated  in  writing,  signed  by  him  or 
his  authorised  agent. 

In  my  view  of  this  case  it  is  unnecessary  to  con- 
sider whether  this  plea  is  good  or  bad,  although  I 
incline  to  think  it  bad. 

The  replication  to  this  plea  in  substance  was, 
that  there  were  notes  of  the  agreement  in  writing 
signed  by  Lysaght.  To  this  replication  Lysaght 
demurred^  and  the  question  here  is,  whether  this 
replication  raised  an  issue  of  fact  proper  for  the 
consideration  of  a  jury.  If  it  transfers  an  issue, 
or  matter  of  law,  from  the  Court  to  a  jury,  it  is 
bad.  Upon  this  question  it  is  necessary  to  con- 
sider the  state  of  the  casQ  upon  the  pleadings. 
The  declaration  in  the  sia:th  count  states,  that  *'  in 
'<  consideration  that  they  the  said  Plaintifis  would, 
**  at  the  special  instance  and  request  of  the  said 
^*  Defendants,  appoint  one  Patrick  Considine  their 
*'  agent,  they  the  said  Defendants  undertook,  and 
« then  and  there  became  responsible  to  the  said 
**  Plaintifl&  to  the  amount  of  500/.,  that  he  the 
**  said  Patrick  Considine  would  faithfully  and 
<*  honestly  discharge  any  duty  assigned  to  or  trust 
«( reposed  in  him  by  the  said  Plaintiffs.''  To  this 
the  Defendant  pleads  that  there  is  no  agreement^ 
&c.  wherein  the  consideration  of  the  promises  is 
stated  in  writing,  signed  by  him  or  his  agent.  The 
Plaintifis  reply  that  there  are  notes  of  the  agree- 
ment,  stating  the  consideration  for  the  promises, 
in  writingf  signed  by  the  Defendant^   Upon  this 
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1881^  state  of  the  pleadings  the  question  is,  not  whether 
the  plea  is  good  in  law  or  bad,  but  whether  the 
replication,  if  issue  had  been  taken  upon  it,  would 
have  put  matter  of  law  to  the  jury.  The  case 
quoted  by  the  counsel  for  the  Plaintiff  in  error 
seems  not  to  be  in  point  Upon  a  bond  given 
to  secure  the  performance  of  an  award,  whether 
there  is  a  condition  or  not  we  cannot  know  from 
the  form  of  the  declaration.  The  Defendant  sets 
forth  tlje  condition,  by  which  it  appears  that  the 
bond  is  void,  if  the  party  performs  an  award  to 
certain  persons.  If  no  award  is  made,  the  party 
cannot  be  called  on.  If  the  Plaintiff  had  merely 
replied,  that  there  was  an  award,  the  question  pro- 
posed ror  the  jury  would  have  been,  whether  it 
was  an  award  which  the  party  was  bound  to  per- 
form. It  would  then  have  been  a  question  proper 
for  the  consideration,  not  of  the  jury  but  the  Court. 
The  pleading  must  shew  what  award,  that  the 
Court  may  see  whether  it  is  valid.  But  it  will  be 
better  to  consider  the  more  simple  case  as  here, 
where  the  declaration  sets  forth  a  contract  of  en- 
gagement for  the  debt  of  another  person,  and  the 
plea  denies  that  there  is  such  a  contract  in  writing. 
If  issue  is  taken  upon  the  plea,  all  that  the  Plaintiff 
has  to  prove  is  the  note  in  writing,  which  he  may 
produce,  containing  the  specific  promise  and  spe- 
cific consideration.  If  the  note,  when  produced, 
shews  a  promise  and  consideration  different  from 
that  which  is  alleged  in  his  pleading,  the  Plaintiff 
will  fail  in  his  action ;  for  the  issue  is  not  of  a 
general  but  a  specific  promise.  It  is  a  question, 
therefore,  for  a  jury,  not  matter  of  law.  The 
Court  did  right  in  giving  judgment  for  the  Plaintiff 
below  on  this  point. 
The  next  question  relates  to  the  several  points 


OK  AFPBALS  AMD  WJUT8  OF  SBHOR.  27 

raised  hj  the  bill  of  exceptions.    Tlie  first  point       J  891. 
U,  whether  the  contract  contains  or  is  made  upon 
any  consideration.    The  undertaking  is  by  a  letter 
in  which  the  Flaintiffi  in  error  engage^  if  the 
]>efendants  in  error  assign  to  Considine  any  duty 
or  trusty  to  be  answerable  for  his  default     It  ap- 
pears that  at  the  time  when  the  letter  was  written 
Ccmsidine  had  no  situation  or  employment  under 
the  Defendants  in  error.     The  House,  therefore, 
hBa  a  right  to  understand  the  letter  as  though  it 
expressed  a  promise  to  be  responsible  for  Con- 
sidine, if  the  Defendants  in  error  would  employ 
him.     So  reading  the  letter,  is  it  possible  to  say 
that  there  is  no  consideration  ?    The  expression  is 
tantamount  to  saying,  **  If  you  will  employ  Con- 
'^sidine,  we  will  guarantee  his  fidelity;"  and  if 
this  is  the  right  construction,  it  does  shew  a  con- 
sideration.   The  next  question  is,  whether  such  a 
consideration  is  expressed  as  is  alleged  in  the  de- 
claration ?    I  think  that  it  is  such  a  consideration 
as  that  which  is  alleged  in  the  sixth  count ;  and  if 
it  is  properly  laid  in  any  of  the  counts,  that  is 
sufficient  to  maintain  the  action.     The  guarantee 
by  the  letter  is  general.    The  first  five  counts 
of  the  declaration  state  the  guarantee  as  being  for 
the  £uthful  discharge  by  Considine  of  his  duty  as 
agent  at  Banagher;    but  the  sixth  count  is  as 
general  as  the  letter  of  guarantee,  that  the  Plaintiffi 
in  error  undertook  and  became  responsible  to  the 
Defendants  in  error  to  the  amount  of  500/.  that 
Considine  would  faithfully  discharge  any  duty  as- 
signed to  or  trust  reposed  in  him  by  the  Defend- 
ants in  error,  which  corresponds  with  the  terms  of 
the  guarantee  in  the  letter.    The  counts  preceding 
the  sixth  could  not  be  sustained  by  the  evidence, 
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1851.  because  they  state  an  engagement  to  be  answer- 
able for  the  default  of  Considine  in  his  agency  at 
a  particular  place.  But  the  sixth  count  states'  an 
undertaking  to  be  responsible,  not  at  any  par- 
ticular place,  but  generally,  for  any  default  of  the 
agent;  and  this,  as  it  seems  to  me,  sufficiently 
follows  the  terms  in  the  letter  of  guarantee. 

The  next  question  is,  whether,  on  the  ground 
mentioned  in  the  exception  which  is  the  sixth  in 
order,  the  Judge  ought  to  have  directed  the  jury, 
as  matter  of  law,  to  find  for  the  Defendants  ?  If  it 
was  a  question  of  fact  proper  for  the  consideration 
of  a  jury,  the  Judge  was  not  bound  to  direct  them 
to  find  a  verdict  either  way.     The  exception  was, 
"  that  as  it  appeared  from  the  evidence  that  Patrick 
«<  Considine  had,  after  the  3d  of  February,  1821, 
<<  remitted  to  the  Plaintiffs  sums  of  money  amount- 
"  ing  to  more  than  the  balance  of  379/.  1^.  9^. 
"  due  on  that  day,  the  Judge  ought  to  tell  the  jury 
<<  that  the  sum  so  remitted  should  be  considered 
^*  as  applicable  to  the  discharge  of  the  balance, 
<<  and  that  upon  this  ground  they  ought  to  find  a 
♦*  verdict  for  the  Defendant,  but  that  the  Judge 
"  refused  to  give  such  direction  to  the  jury."  The 
Judge  did  not  think  he  was  warranted  in  giving  such 
direction  to  the  jury,  and  accordingly  he  left  them 
to  say,  upon  consideration  of  all  the  circumstances, 
whether  the  remittance  in   question   was   to  be 
applied  to  the  discharge  of  the  pre-existing  debts. 
There  are  cases  of  running  accounts  kept  as  be- 
tween partners,  where,  the  interests  of  third  per- 
sons being  concerned,   it  has  been  held  that  a 
payment  is  to  be  considered  as  applicable  to  ba- 
lances due,  so  as  to  discharge  such  third  persons.  * 

•  See  Basanquet  v.  Wray,  2  Marsh.  319.    6  Taun.  397* 
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Whether  the  doctrine  of  these  cases  would  apply       \bs\. 
to  sureties  it  is  not  necessary  to  determine.*     It 
is  only  necessary  to  consider  the   situation  and 
employment  of  Considine.     He  was  an  agent  em- 
ployed by  the  Defendants  in  error  for  the  sale  of 
their  beer  at  Banagher  from  I8I7  to  1821.     At 
that  time  he  was  indebted  to  his  employers  in 
a  balance  of  379/*     He  is  then  sent  to  Loughrea, 
holding  the  same  character  of  agent,  accounting 
to  the  Defendants  in  error  for  his  weekly  receipts, 
and  making  to  them  remittances  of  the  monies  so 
received  at  Loughrea.     The  question  upon  this 
state  of  facts  is,  whether  there  is  an  absolute  rule  of 
law  which  requires  that  the  monies  so  remitted 
should  be  considered  as  paid  in  discharge  of  the 
balance  due  on  the  Banagher  account ;  or,  whether 
it  may  be  considered  independently,  as  a  remittance 
on  account  of  monies  received  for  his  employers. 
Now  if  the  agent,  instead  of  sending  the  account 
and  remittance,  had  written  a  letter  to  his  em- 
ployers, saying,  "  I  have  this  day  received  upon  a 
sale  of  your  goods  a  sum  of  20/.  which  I  remit 
to  you,"  common  sense  would  require  us  to  hold 
that  this  was  a   remittance   for   goods    sold  at 
Loughrea^  and  not  a  payment  in  reduction  or 
discharge  of  a  balance  already  due.     If  it  were 
assumed  that  there  is  an  absolute  rule  of  law,  requir*- 
ing  in  the  case  of  sureties  as  well  as  third  persons 
dealing  with  partners,  that  where  a  balance  is'due,  a 
payment  or  remittance  should  be  considered  as  ap«» 
plicable  to  the  discharge  of  this  balance,  yet  parties 
may  so  frame  their  accounts  as  to  take  the  case 
out  of  the  rule.     Might  not  the  parties  in  this  case 

•  See  Kirby  v.  The  Duke  of  Marlborough,  2  M.  &  S.  18. 
Martin  v.  Brecknett,  Id.  39. 
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1881.  SO  have  arranged  their  accounts  as  to  make  it  mani- 
fest that  the  monies  remitted  on  the  sale  of  theii 
beer  at  Loughrea  were  remitted  as  the  produce 
of  such  sale,  and  not  as  payments  on  account  of  a 
previous  balance.  The  Judge  was  not  bound  to 
direct  the  jury  to  find  a  verdict  contrary  to  the 
scheme  of  the  accounts,  as  they  appeared  in  evi« 
dence.  He  was  not  bound  to  tell  the  jury  that 
they  should  consider  the  remittance  from  Loughrea 
to  have  been  paid  by  the  agent  out  of  his  own 
funds,  in  reduction  of  the  balance  then  due  to  his 
employers.  I  think  it  was  properly  lefl  to  the 
jury,  upon  consideration  of  all  the  circumstances, 
to  determine  upon  what  account  the  remittance 
was  made.  The  jury  were  of  opinion,  that  the  re- 
mittance was  made  upon  the  account  of  goods  sold 
at  Loughrea,  and  not  in  discharge  of  the  previous 
balance ;  and  they  found  a  verdict  accordingly 
for  the  balance  due  before  the  remittance.  The 
balance,  as  originally  found  by  the  verdict,  was 
379/.  This  was  afterwards  reduced  to  338/.,  not 
in  respect  of  any  remittance  made  by  the  agent  ou 
of  his  own  monies,  but  by  his  taking  credit  for  a 
proportion  of  salary  due  and  disbursements. 

Considering  all  the  facts  of  the  case,  the  Judge, 
as  I  think,  ought  not  to  have  directed  the  jury,  as 
matter  of  law,  to  find  that  the  remittance  was  made 
in  discharge  of  the  existing  balance.  He  did  right 
in  leaving  it  as  matter  of  fact  to  the  jury  to  say, 
whether  the  remittance  ought  or  ought  not  to  be 
so  applied.  I  should  propose  and  recommend  to 
the  House  that  the  judgment  be  aflSrmed,  but  with- 
out costs,  as  the  questions  raised  are  not  without 
difficulty. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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1831, 


IRELAND. 

(exchequer  chamber.) 
Patrick  Pluck     -    -    .    Plaintiff^ in  Error ; 

Montgomery  Digges  and  1  ^^  ^    ,    ,    •    t^        * 
Thomas  White,     .    ,  \  ^^M^ants  m  Error.* 

A  lease  having  been  granted  for  IiYes,  with  covenant  for  per- 
petual renewal,  the  grantees  demised  the  lands  by  an  in- 
denture haying  all  the  forms  and  subject  to  all  the  obligations 
of  a  common  lease,  with  covenants  for  payment  of  rent,  and 
powers  reserved  of  distress  and  re-entry  for  nonpayment, 
covenant  for  perpetual  renewal,  &c. ;  the  habendum  was  for 
the  same  lives  as  in  the  original  lease,  but  this  fact  did  not 
appear  by  the  indenture  of  lease.  The  rent  being  in  arrear, 
and  a  distress  thereupon  taken  for  rent,  upon  replevin  the' 
Defendants  pleaded  their  title  by  a  general  avowry  under 
the  Irish  statute  25G.2.  <;.  13.  (11  G.2.  £ng.):  Held,  that 
evidence  was  admissible  to  show  that  the  lives  in^  the  sub- 
lease were  the  same  as  in  the  original  lease ;  that  the  whole 
interest  having  been  granted,  it  operated,  as  an  assignment, 
and  that  the  Defendants  in  replevin  could  not  avow  generally 
under  the  statute. 


J.  HIS  was  a  writ  of  error  from  the  judgmeDt  of 
the  Exchequer  Chamber  in  Ireland,  in  an  action 
of  replevin  brought  by  the  Plaintiff  in  error  against 
the  Defendant  in  error.  The  state  of  the  title 
upon  which  the  question  turned  was  as  follows :  — 

^  This  case,  as  argued  and  decided  b  the  Court  below,  is 
reported  in  2  Hudson  &  Brooke,  p.  1. 
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18S1.  Richard  Chapel  Whaley  in  1756  being  seised  in 

fee  of  lands   in  the  county  of  Wicklow,  by  in- 
dentures of  lease  and  release  bearing  date  in  that 
year,  and  made  between  the  said  Richard  Chapel 
Whaley,  of  the  one  part,  and  Edmund  Burroughs, 
of  the  other  part ;  the  said  Richard  Chapel  Whaley, 
in  consideration  of  the  yearly  rent  and  covenants 
therein  mentioned,  demised  the  said  lands  to  Ed- 
mund Burroughs,  to  hold  unto  the  said  Edmund 
Burroughs,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  for  three  lives 
therein  named,  and  the  survivors  and  survivor  of 
them ;  yielding  and  paying  therefore  and  thereout 
the  yearly  rent  of  8/.  10^.   half-yearly,   on,   &c. 
The  indenture  contained  a  covenant  for  perpetual 
renewal  of  the  demise  and  interest  thereby  granted 
to  Edmund  Burroughs  on   the  part  of  the  said 
Richard  Chapel  Whaley,  his  heirs  and  assigns  for 
ever,  on  the  fall  of  any  of  the  three  lives,  or  of 
any  other  lives  to  be  from  time  to  time  added 
thereto,  pursuant  to  the  covenant  for  perpetual 
renewal 

The  estate  and  interest  which  Richard  Chapel 
Whaley  had  in  the  reversion  of  the  lands,  after- 
wards came  to,  and  on  the  21st  day  of  November, 
1820,   were  legally  vested  in   Ann  Richardson, 
widow;    and  all   the  estate,   interest,   right  and 
benefit  '^^  renewal  which  Edmund  Burroughs  had 
in  the  lands,  afterwards  came  to,  and  on  the  21st 
day  of  November,  1820,  were  legally  vested  in 
William  Hughes  and  Maria  his  wife,  in  right  of 
the  said  Maria,  and  in  Isabella,  Ann,  and  Harriet 
Hamilton;  which  said  Maria,  Isabella,  Ann,  and 
Harriet  were  daughters  and  co-heiresses  of  Isabella 
Hamilton,   otherwise  Burroughs,   deceased.     By 
indenture  dated  the  21st  of  November,  1820,  and 
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made  between  the  said  Ann  Richardson  of  the  one  1 829* 
party  and  the  said  William  Hughes  and  Maria  his 
wife,  and  Isabella,  Ann,  and  Harriet  Hamilton, 
spinsters,  of  the  other  part,  reciting  that  two  of 
the  cesttttf  que  vies  mentioned  in  the  annexed  in- 
denture of  renewal  under  which  the  premises  were 
then  held,  were  dead,  leaving  Ann  Burroughs  the 
only  surviving  cestuy  que  vie,  two  new  lives  were 
added,  by  renewal  of  the  lease,  according  to  the 
covenant. 

The  lives  thus  added  were  those  of  Harriet 
Hamilton  and  Maria  Hughes. 

William  Hughes,  Maiia  his  wife,  Isabella  Ha- 
milton, and  Ann  Hamilton  being  seised  and  pos- 
sessed of  said  lands  under  the  renewed  lease,  by 
indentures  of  lease  and  release  of  the  18th  and 
19th  of  February,  1821,  made  between  William 
Hughes  and  Maria  his  wife,  Isabella  Hamilton, 
Harriet  Hamilton,  and  Ann  Hamilton  of  the  one 
part,  and  Thomas  Plnck  of  tiie  other  part,  the 
parties  of  the  first  part  assigned  their  estate  and 
interest  in  the  «aid  lands  with  the  appurtenances 
unto  the  said  Thomas  Pluck,  to  hold  the  same 
with  the  appurtenances  unto  the  said  Thomas 
Pluck,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  for  and  during  the  na- 
tural lives  and  life  of  the  said  Ann  Burroughs, 
Harriet  Hamilton,  and  Maria  Hughes,  and  the 
survivors  and  survivor  of  them,  at  the  ^wrly  rent 
of  61/1  8*.  6rf.,  payable  to  the  releasors  half  yearly, 
on  every  25th  day  of  March  and  29th  of  Sep- 
temben 

This  indenture  contained  a  covenant  autiiorizing 
the  said  releasors,  their  heirs  and  assigns,  to  enter 
and  distrain  on  the  said  lands  in  case  of  nonpay*. 
ment  of  the  said  rent  within  twenty^one  da^'s  after 

VOL.  v.  D 
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1S£8.  same  should  become  due»  and  also  for  re-entry  by 
them  in  case  of  further  nonpayment  of  said  reQt» 
together  with  a  covenant  for  perpetual  renewal  of 
the  interest  thereby  granted  oil  the  fall  of  the  said 
livesy  or  of  any  other  lives  to  be  added  thereto 
pursuant  to  the  covenant 

On  the  dd  and  4th  of  September,  1822»  William 
Hughes  and  Maria  Hughes  executed  indentures 
of  lease  and  release  of  these  dates  made  between 
William  Hughes  and  Maria  Hughes  of  the  one 
part,  and  Isabella,  Ann,  and  Harriet  Hamilton  of 
the  other  part,  whereby  William  Hughes  and 
Maria  his  wife»  for  the  considerations  therein 
mentioned,  assigned  unto  Isabella  Hamilton,  Ann 
Hamilton,  and  Harriet  Hamilton,  and  to  their 
heirs  and  assigns,  all  their  one  fourth  part^  share, 
and  proportion  of  the  lands  in  question. 

The  estate  and  interest  which  Thomas  Pluck 
had  in  the  lands  under  the  deed  of  the  19th  of 
February,  1821,  vested,  by  assignment,  in  the 
Plaintiff  Patrick  Pluck  before  the  year  1824 ;  and 
Montgomery  Digges,  in  April,  1824,  intermarried 
with  Isabella  Hamilton. 

The  Defendants  Montgomery  Digges  and  Thomas 
White,  on  the  25th  of  November,  1824,  entered 
and  distrained  the  cattle  of  the  Plaintiff  on  the 
lands,  as  a  distress  for  rent  of  the  premises  then 
alleged  to  be  in  arrear  and  unpaid,  under  tho 
deeds  of  lease  and  release  of  the  18th  and  19th 
days  of  February,  1821. 

The  Plaintiff  in  error  replevied  the  distress,  and 
in  Hilary  term  1825  filed  his  declaration  in  re- 
plevin against  the  Defendants  in  the  Court  of 
Common  Pleas. 

To  this  declaratiiHi,  avowries  and  cognizances 
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*  The  Irish  act,  25  G.  2.  c.  IS.  is  entitled  "An  Act  for  ex- 
**  plaining,  amending,  and  making  more  effectual  the  Laws 
**  relating  to  Landlord  and  Tenant,^*  The  first  three  sections 
relate  to  remedies  by  ejectment  upon  forfeiture. 

Section  4.  runs  as  follows  :—-'<  And  whereas  avowries  or 
**  conusance  upon  distresses  for  rent,  cannot  be  made  as  the 
"  law  now  stands,  upon  such  articles,  minutes,  or  contracts  (for 
*'  leases,)  notwithstanding  there  hath  been  an  ejectment  under 
**  the  same,  and  the  rent  ascertained  by  such  articles,  minutes, 
**  or  contracts ;  and  whereas  other  difficulties  oHen  arise  in 
"  making  avowries  or  conusance  upon  distresses  for  rent,  not 
**  sufficiently  remedied  by  the  laws  heretofore  made ;  for 
**  remedy  whereof  be  it  enacted  by  the  authority  aforesaid,  that 

from  and  after  the  last  day  of  Easter  term  next,  it  shall  and 

may  be  lawful  to  and  for  all  defendants  in  replevin  to  avow 
'*  or  make  conusance  generally  that  the  plaintiff  in  replevin  or 
**  other  tenant  of  the  lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments  whereon 
^  such  distress  was  made,  enjoyed  the  same  under  a  grant  or 
*'  demise,  or  article,  minute,  or  contract  in  writing,  at  such  a 
**  certain  rent,  during  the  time  wherein  the  rent  so  distrained 
**  for  incurred,  which  rent  was  then  and  still  remains  due, 
*'  without  further  setting  forth  the  grant,  tenure,  or  demise,  or 
**  tide  of  such  landlord  or  lessor,  or  owner  of  such  lands,  &c. ; 
*<  and  it  shall  be  no  objection  to  any  such  article,  minute,  or 
'*  contract,  that  the  same  doth  not  contain  an  actual  demise, 
^*  any  law  or  usage  to  the  contrary  notwithstanding,'*  &c. 

Section  5.  has  the  following  recital :  — ''  And  whereas  the 
^  manner  in  which  distresses  taken  for  rent-servkest  fet'/arm 
/'  renU%  or  rent' charges  have  been  often  disposed  of,  have  (has) 
<<  occasioned  troublesome  and  vexatious  suits,*'  &c. ;  and  then 
provision  is  made  for  the  sale  of  distresses,  &c. 
■    The  corresponding  English  statute  is  the  11  G»2.  c.  19^ 
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to  the  following  efiect  were  put  in  by  the  Defend-      }^^\ 
ants,  as  landlords  of  the  premises,  undcjr  the  statute 
ofthe25G.2.  cl3,* 

First,  the  Defendant  Montgomery  Digges  in 
right  of  his  wife  Isabella  avowed,  and  as  bailiff  of 
Ann  and  Harriet  Hamilton,  and  the  said  Defend- 
ant Thomas  White,  as  bailiff  of  said  Montgomery 
Digges  and  Isabella  his  wife,  Ann  and  Harriet 
Hamilton,  acknowledged  the  taking  as  just. 
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l8Sd.  cause  they  allege,  that  Plaintiff,  at  the  time  at 
said  taking,  held  and  enjoyed  said  lands  for  one 
year  and  half  before  elapsed,  and  ending  on  the 
SQtfa  of  September,  1824,  as  tenant  theneof  to  the 
said  Montgomery  Digges  and  Isabella  Digges^ 
otherwise  Hamilton,  his  wife,  and  Ann  and  Har.- 
riet  Hamilton,  by  virtue  of  a  demise  thereof  to 
him  the  said  Patrick  Pluck  theretofore  made,  at 
and  under  a  certain  yearly  rent  therein  mentioned; 
and  because  the  sum  of  9S/.  2s.  9d.  of  tlie  said 
rent^  for  the  space  of  one  year  and  a  half  as  afore- 
said, on  the  29th  day  of  September,  1824,  was 
then  in  arrear  from  the  said  Plaintiff  to  the  said 
Montgomery  Digges  and  Isabella  Digges,  Ann 
and  Harriet  Hamilton,  the  said  Defendants,  re- 
spectively, in  right  of  said  Isabella,  Ann  and 
Harriet  Hamilton,  avowed  and  acknowledged  the 
taking  of  the  said  cattle  as  for  and  iti  the  name  of 
distress  for  said  rent  so  due  and  in  arrear. 

The  second  avowry  and  cognizance  only  varied 
from  the  first,  by  stating  the  tenancy  to  be  by 
Thomas  Pluck  instead  of  Patrick  Pluck. 

The  third  avowry  and  cognizance  varied  from 
the  first  and  second,  by  claiming  but  one  year's 
rent  in  arrear  of  said  premises,  up  to  and  for  the 
25th  of  March,  1824,  and  as  being  due  to  the  said- 
Ann  Hamilton,  Harriet  Hamilton,  and  Isabella 
Digges,  otherwise  Hamilton  before  her  marriage 
with  said  Montgomery  Digges,  under  a  demise 
from  them  to  said  Patrick  Pluck,  and  claimed  in 
their  right  accordingly. 

The  fourth  avowry  and  cognizance  varied  from 
the  third,  only  by  stating  the  same  tenancy  to  be 
by  Thomas  Pluck  instead  of  Patrick  Pluck. 

The  fifth  jwowry  and  cognizance  varied  from 
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the  former,  by  claiming  only  one  half  year's  rent       I829w* 
of  the  premises,  ending  the  29th  of  September, 
1824,  under  the  same  demise  and  tenancy  as  in 
said  first  avowry  and  cognizance^  and  the  tenancy 
was  laid  in  Patrick  Pluck. 

The  sixth  avowry  and  cognizance  was  similar  ta 
the  fifth,  except  that  it  laid  the  demise  in  Thomas^ 
Pluck. 

To  these  several  avowries  and  cognizances  the 
Plaintiff  pleaded  in  bar ;  Firsthand  second,  that  the 
said  Defendants  were  not  bailiffi,  as  they  alleged. 

Third,  riens  in  arrear,  as  to  the  said  rents  so 
claimed  to  be  due  to  said  Montgomery  Digges 
and  Isabella  his^wife,  Ann  and  Harriet  Hamilton. 

Fourth,  that  Plaintiff  did  not  hold  the  said  pre^. 
mises  under  any  of  the  said  alleged  demises  in 
the  first,  third,  and  fifth  avowries  and  cognizances 
tnentioned. 

Fiftii,  that  Thomas  Pluck  did  not  hold  the  said 
premises  under  any  of  the  said  alleged  demises  in 
the  second,  fourth,  and  sixth  avowries  and  cog- 
nizances mentioned. 

Issue  having  been  so  joined  between  the  parties 
by  the  pleas  in  bar,  the  issues  came  on  for  trial  at 
the  Summer  assizes  for  the  county  ot*  Wicklow,  in 
the  year  182^,  when,  on  production  of  the  re- 
spective indentures  of  the  S^lst  day  of  November, 
1830,  of  the  19th  of  February,,  1821,  and  of  the 
indenfui:e  of  the  4th  day  of  September,  1822,  and 
the  same  having  been  read  in  evidence,  it  ap- 
peared that  the  three  lives  for  which  the  premises 
were  demised  by  the  indenture  of  the  2]ist  of  No- 
vember, 1820,  by  Ann  Richardson^  to  William 
Hughes,  Maria  his  wife,  Isabella  Hamilton,  Ann 
Hamilton,  and  Harriet.  Hamilton,  were  the  same 
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1699.  three  lives  for  which  the  premises  were  so  granted ' 
and  assigned  by  the  indentures  of  the  18th  and 
19th  days  of  February,  1821,  by  William  Hughes, 
Maria  his  wife,  Isabella  Hamilton,  Harriet  Hamil- 
ton, and  Ann  Hamilton,  to  Thomas  Fluck,  under 
which  the  rent  was  by  the  Defendants  claimed  to 
be  due ;  and  it  also  appeared  that  the  rent  re- 
served by  the  indenture  of  the  19th  of  February, 
1821,  was  reserved  as  well  to  William  Hughes  and 
Maria  his  wife,  as  to  Isabella,  Ann,  and  Harriet 
Hamilton;  but  no  avowry  or  cognizance  was  made 
by  the  Defendants  in  the  names  of  William  Hughes 
and  Maria  Hughes. 

The  counsel  for  the  Plaintiff  called  upon  the 
Judge  before  whom  the  issues  were  tried,  to 
direct  the  jury,  if  they  believed  the  evidence,  that 
the  said  matters  were  sufficient,  and  ought  to 
be  admitted  as  conclusive,  to  entitle  the  Plaintiff 
to  a  verdict  on  the  issues  so  joined  between  the 
parties  on  the  pleas  of  non  tenuit  and  riens  in  ar- 
rear  respectively,  and  to  find  their  verdict  for  the 
Plaintiff  on  the  said  issues ;  but  the  Judge  refused 
to  give  such  direction  to  the  jury,  and  on  the  con- 
trary delivered  his  opinion,  and  directed  them, 
that  the  several  matters  and  facts,  so  produced  and 
given  in  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff,  were 
not  sufficient  to  entitle  him  to  a  verdict  on  the 
said  issues,  or  on  any  of  them,  or  to  bar  the  De- 
fendants from  maintaining  their  avowries  and  cog- 
nizances $  the  jury  accordingly  found  a  verdict  for 
the  Defendants,  and  assessed  the  rent  in  arrear  out 
of  the  said  premises  at  87/.  17^-  9^.,  as  reserved  by 
the  indenture  of  the  19th  day  of  February,  1821. 
'  To  this  direction  of  the  Judge  a  bill  of  excep* 
tlons  was  taken  by  the  counsel  for  the  Plaintifi^* 
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and  was  sealed  hy  the  Judge,  and  came  on  to  be       1829. 
argaed  ih  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  in  Ireland, 
in  Easter  Term,  1 826,  when  the  exceptions  were 
over-ruled  by  a  majority  of  the  Court,  and  judg- 
ment was  given  against  the  Plaintiff  in  error. 

The  Plaintiff  thereupon  brought  his  writ  of 
error  on  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas  to  the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber  in  Ire- 
land, which  was  argued  before  the  said  Court,  and 
the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  was 
affirmed  by  a  majority  of  the  Court,  the  Judges 
who  composed  the  said  Court  having  delivered 
their  opinions,  affinning  the  said  judgment  in  De- 
fendants' favour.  Against  this  judgment  of  affirm- 
ance the  Plaintiff  brought  a  writ  of  error  in  par- 
liament. 

For  the  Plaintiff  in  error. 

The  indenture  of  the  19th  of  February,  1821, 
although  in  terms  it  purports  to  be  a  lease  of  the 
lands,  yet,  as  it  transferred  the  whole  estate  and 
term  of  the  grantors  in  the  premises,  operated  in 
law  as  an  assignment  of  their  estate,  and  not  as  an 
under  lease  to  the  grantee  j  and,  consequently, 
at  the  time  of  making  the  distress,  and  while  the, 
rent  was  accruing,  the  lands  were  not  held  by  the 
naintiff,  or  Thomas  Pluck,  as  tenant  under  any  of 
the  several  demises  in  the  pleadings  alleged. 

Since  the  statute  of  quia  emptores^  a  reversion 
in  the  lessor,  immediately  expectant  on  the  demised 
term,  is  necessary  and  required  to  constitute  the  re-» 
lation  of  landlord  and  tenant  between  the  parties^ 

An  interest  having  been  shewn  to  have  passed 
under  the  deed,  no  estoppel  or  conclusioa  was 
thereby  created  to  preclude  the  Plaintiff  from  de- 
nyiDg.  that  be  held  as  tenant  under  it,  nor  from 
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1829.  shewing,  by  extrinsic  evidence,  that  the  term  there- 
by conveyed,  comprehended,  and  passed  the  whole 
estate^  term,  and  interest  which  the  grantors  then 
had  in  the  lands. 

The  rent  avowed  for  under  the  statute  in  this 
case,  and  payable  under  the  deed^  was  a  rent  charge 
and  not  a  rent  service,  to  which  latter  species  of 
rent  alone  the  Irish  statute  of  25  G.  2.  c.  13.,  re- 
lieving landlords  or  lessors  from  the  necessity  of 
setting  out  their  title,  applies  and  is  confined. 

The  Defendants^  and  those  in  whose  right  they 
claimed  the  rent».  not  having  any  reversionary 
estate  in  the  premises  at  the  time  of  making  the 
distress  m  question,  were  not  entitled  to  avow 
generally,  but  were  bound  to  have  shewn  and 
specially  pleaded  their  title  thereto. 

A  party  cannot  stand  at  the  same  time  in  the  situ- 
ation of  assignee  of  a  lessee's  estate  and  interest, 
and  liable,,  as  such,,  to  the  head  landlord,  under 
the  covenants  and  contract  under  such  head  lease ; 
and  also,  as  under  lessee,  to  his  immediate  grantor, 
and  liable  under  his  contract  with  him  as  such. 

Even  supposing  that  the  Plaintiff  is  to  be  con« 
sidered  as  estopped  from  denying  that  Thomas 
Pluck  and  his  assigns  held  the  lands  as  tenants 
under  the  alleged  demise  of  the  19th  of  February, 
1821,  yet  he  is  at  liberty  to  insist  and  shew  that  he 
did  not  hold  at  the  time  of  making  the  distress  in 
question,,  as  tenant  under  any  of  the  demises  in  the 
pleadings  alleged,^  inasmuch  as  that  indenture  pur- 
ports to  be  a  demise  by  William  Hughes  and  Maria 
his  wife,  Isabella,  Harriet  and  Ann  Hamilton,  to 
Thomas  Pluck  and  his  assigns :  whereas  the 
tenancy  alleged  in  the  pleadings  was  under  a  dii- 
ferent'contrac^t  and  tenure,  although  the  deed  of 
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the  4th  of  September,  1833,  was  inoperative  to       1829. 
pass  any  estate  or  interest  in  the  reversion  of  the 
lands  from  William  Hughes  and  Maria  his  wife, 
they  not  having  any  estate  or  interest  in  such  re- 
version to  transfer  by  the  deed. 

For  the  Defendants  in  error  no  counsel  ap- 
peared. 

Lord  Tenterden.  — *  In  this-  case,  as  the  Defend- 
ants in  error  do  not  appear,  it  is  only  necessary 
that  the  House  should  be  satisfied  that  there  is 
good  ground  to  reverse  the  judgment  of  the  Court 
below,  and  I  am  of  opinion  that  it  ought  to  be 
reversed. 

The  Defendants  in  error  were  entitled  to  lands 
for  term  of  lives,  with  a  covenant  for  perpetual 
renewal.  By  a  deed,,  dated  in  1821,  the  Defend- 
ants in  en;or  assigned  their  whole  interest  in  the 
lands  to  a  person  represented  by  the  Plaintifi*  in 
error,  reserving  rent,  and  a  power  of  distress. 
The  rent  being  in  arrear,  the  parties  entitled  dis- 
trained. The  Plaintifi*  in  error  replevied,  and 
filed  his  declaration  against  the  Defendants  in 
error,  who  put  in  avowries  and  recognizances  as 
landlords  under  the  Irish  statute  25  G.^.  c.  13., 
all  of  which  rested  on  tlie  ground  that  the  Plaintifif 
ia  error  held  as  tenant.  By  the  common  law  both 
in.  England  and  Ireland,  where  a  distress  is  taken, 
the  party  distraining  is  bound,  upon  replevin  and 
avowry^  to  set  out  his  title  to  the  land..  The  Irish 
statute  25  6. 2.  c.  IS.,  following  the  English  sta- 
tute 11  6r.2.  c.  19m  enabled  the  landlord  to  re- 
cover his  rent  by  a  shorter  process.  The  Irish 
statute  carries  the  remedy  farther  than  the  English 
in  this  respect,  that  by  the  Irish  statute  the  dis^ 
tress  may  be  taken  and  the  general  avowry  mad|^ 
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1899.  upon  a  contract  for  a  demise.  But  this  exemption 
from  the  necessity  of  setting  forth  the  title  upon 
avowr}%  is  not  by  either  of  the  statutes  permitted 
in  the  case  of  a  rent-charge  on  land,  payable  to  a 
person  who  has  no  reversionaiy  interest  in  the 
land.  The  rent  in  this  case  cannot  be  considered 
as  rent  service,  or  as  rent  reserved  by  a  landlord 
and  payable  by  his  tenant.  There  cannot  be  such 
rent  where  there  is  no  reversion.  There  is  not, 
therefore,  in  this  case,  a  rent  of  the  description 
which  comes  within  the  provisions  of  the  statute. 
Being  of  this  opinion,  I  can  only  advise  the  House 
to  reverse  the  judgment  of  the  Court  below- 

Lord  Wynford  concurred  in  this  opinion,  but 
thought  that  some  legislative  measure  should  be 
introduced  to  prevent  the  failure  of  the  remedy 
by  distress. 

Judgment  reversed. 


This  case  was  most  elaborately  argued  in  the 
Court  below,  both  by  the  counsel  for  the  respective 
parties,  and  by  the  Judges,  who  difiered  in  opi- 
nion, and  delivered  their  reasons  seriatim.  In  Uie 
House  of  Lords  the  case  on  the  part  of  the  De^ 
fendant  in  error  was  not  supported  by  counsel,  for 
reasons  not  necessary  to  be  explained.  They  had 
no  connexion  with  the  merits  or  demerits  of  the 
judgment  below,  or  the  opinion  of  his  lawyer  and 
agents  upon  that  subject.  Under  these  circum- 
stances it  has  been  thought  that  the  profession 
would  be  pleased  to  know  the  course  of  argument 
adopted  on  behalf  of  the  Defendant  in  error.  The 
authorities  on  each  side  are  given  in  the  subjoined 
note,  and  it  appeared  to  the  reporter  most  con-* 
Venient  to  select  from  among  the  opinions  of  the 


it«cr 


ON^  APPXAU   AND   WRITS    OS  XBROR.  43' 

Juc^es  those  of  Lord  Plunket  and  C.  J.  Bushe,  as       1889: 
being  the  last  who  spoke  upon  the  points  in  ques- 
tion, and  on  that  account  perhaps,  as  well  as  in 
other  respects,  the  most  comprehensive. 

Upon  the  principal  question  the  following  authorities  were 
cited. 
«  MUnes  v.  Branchy  S  Maule  ft  S.  511.;  Rankin  ▼.  Nemam, 
1  Hads.  &  Brooke,  70.;  Parmenter  ¥.  Webber^  S  Taunt.  2  J.B. 
McKNre,  656.  S.  C ;  Eaton  dem,  Greene  ▼•  KeUer^  Hudson's  Stat. 
Law  of  Landl.  ft  Tenant,  S86.  n.  1.;  Lessee  of  Coyne  ▼.  SmUhj 
Batty,  90.  n. ;  Hogan  v.  Fitzgerald^  1  Huds.  ft  Brooke,  77.  n.  1. ; 
Bristoto  T«  Wright^  Dougl.  66if, ;  Peppin  v.  Solomons,  5  Term 
Rep.  497. ;  Peppin  v.  Cooper^  2  Wils.  875. ;  Hegan  v.  Johnson^ 
3  Taunt.  148. ;  Dunk  ▼.  Hnnter,  5  B.  ft  A.  S32.  S.  P. ;  SuUivan 
V.  SbracOsiig,  2  Wils.  214,  215.;  i/oinr  ¥.  Uoyd,  1  Ridg«P.C. 
941.  Vera,  ft  S.  127.  S.  C. ;  Treoivan  v.  Laurance,  1  Salk.  276. ; 
Vw^  V.  Wink,  2  B.  ft  A.  662. 

The  other  arguments  urged  oo  both  sides  were  so  trimilar  to 
those  relied  upon  in  the  case  of  Rankin  v.  Newsam,  1  Huds.  ft 
Brooke,  70.,  that  it  becomes  unnecessary  to  state  them  here ; 
and  it  will  be  sufficient  to  notice  the  authorities,  not  referred  to 
in  the  former  case,  cited  in  support  of  the  arguments. 
'  On  the  question  whether  or  not  the  Plaintiff  was  estopped 
from  denying  that  he  was  tenant  to  those  in  whose  right  the 
distress  was  taken,  there  were  cited  for  the  Plaintiff  Treport*^ 
case,  6  Co.  14.  b.,  and  Gorman  v.  Hanhn,  Exchequer,  Ireland, 
Uihvy  term  1826;  and  for  the  Defendant,  Co.  Litt.  S52.a. 
and  47.  b. ;  Littl.  ss.  666, 667. ;  2  Saunders,  251.  n.  (7) ;  Duncer 
▼.  ffasiingSj  4  Bing.  2. 

Upon  the  questions— whether  the  Plaintiff  held  as  tenant  to 
the  parties  distraining?  whether  they  had  a  reversion?  wbe«' 
(her  the  deed  of  the  18th  of  February,  1821,  was  an  a«ignment 
or  &  lease?  whether  the  rent  thereby  reserved  was  a  rent* 
service  or  a  rent-charge?  and  generally,  whether  the  De- 
fendants could  avow  under  the  statute  of  general  avowries  ? 
the  following  additional  authorities  were  mentioned  on  the  part 
of  the  Plaintiff:  — ZtJu/oM  v.  CoUins,  Willes,  429.  1  Bro.  Ab. 
226.  b.  Dette,  pi.  S9.  £.  45  £dw.  III.  8.  a.  case  10. ;  WkOtou  v. 
Hy,  2  Cro.  486.  2  Dougl.  627.  n.  (F  S^)  2  Roll.  Abr.  497.  Sur- 
render, (F)  pll.  8,  9,  la  2  Roll's  Abr^  252.  a.  Surrender, 
piL  5,  6.  Hammond's  R.  P.  862^  M.  20  Edw.  IV.  19.  case  I5« 
T.2Edw.IV.  11.  atte2.  M.  14Hen.yiI.  2,3.  case  9.  Watk^ 
«D  Pesc*  S.  (  Ibe  judgments  of  Sir  J.  Clarke,  M.  R.^  and  o£ 
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1889.  Lord  Mansfield  in  Burgess  v.  Wheate,  1  W.  Bl.  IdS.  163.  2  B1. 
Com.  244.  and  926, 327.  Thomas's  Co.  Litt.  567.  2  Prest.  Shepp. 
Touchst.  266.  268.  citing  Jermijfn  v.  Orchard^  Show.  P.  C.  199.; 
JemM  T.  Ccnoley^  1  Saunders,  i  12.  b.  Co.  Litt.  143.b.  2  Roll's 
Abr.  447.  b.  Reservation,  (E).  Sugden  on  Estates,  (7th  ed.) 
236.  note. 

On  the  part  of  the  Defendant  were  cited  Littl.  ss.  216.  and 
140.  2  Co.  Inst.  504.  Wright  Tenur.  190.  Trepwi^B  case, 
6  Co.  15.  suhjine,  Bradby  on  Distress,  6th  ied.  \0\.  Donner  t. 
Farkkursit  SAtk.  139.;  Eaton  dem.  Greene  ¥.  JSTeBer,  Huds. 
Stat.  Law  of  Land!,  and  Tenant,  486.  note(l);  Jack  dem. 
Morrison  v.  LiuUt  ibid.  489.  note(2J;  Lessee  of  Coyne  t. 
Smithy  Datty,  90.  n.  2  Roll's  Abr.  497.  Surrender,  (F)  pi.  16. 
Chomlet/s  case,  2  Co.  51. 

Lord  Plunket  C.J.^  (C.  J?.)  after  obsenring  that  he  was  not  a 
member  of  the  Court  oif  Common  Pleas  when  the  judgment  in 
this  case  was  pronounced  there,  proceeded  as  follows :— If  I  say 
more,  in  delivering  the  reasons  fpr  my  opinion,  than  has  been 
'  said  by  my  Lord  Chief  Baron,  it  is  not  because  I  think  what 
has  fallen  from  him  is  not  conclusive  of  the  case,  which  I  think 
it  is,  but  because  I  deem  it  essential  to  shew  the  public  what  are 
the  grounds  upon  which  the  judgment  of  the  Court  is  founded. 
By  the  able  judgments  already  delivered  on  the  same  side,  I 
feel  myself  relieved  of  a  good  deal  of  argument ;  but  as  I  have 
the  misfortune  of  differing  from  three  of  my  learned  Brothers 
upon  all  the  points  in  the  case»  and  in  part,  I  apprehend,  from 
the  opinion  which  my  Lord  Chief  Justice  has  formed,  I  think 
it  necessary  for  me  to  go  into  the  consideration  of  the  case,  at 
some  length. 

The  bill  of  exceptions  is  not  very  accurately  frsmed ;  I  shall, 
however,  eonsideF  it  as>  substantially  raising  the  question, 
whether,  supposing  the  evidence  of  the  Plaintiff  had  proved 
that  the  avowantsj  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  deed  of 
1821,  weve  seised  only  for  the  same  three  lives  for  which  they 
had  gvanted  to  the  Plaintiff*,  it  would-  therefore  follow,  that  the 
Judge  should' have  directed  the  jury  to  find  for  the  Plaintiff? 

1st.  I  am  of  opinion,  that  if  the  evidence  would  have  war- 
ranted such  a  direction,  it  ought,  ^or  thai  reason,  not  to  have 
been  received. 

2dly.  I  am  of  opinion,  that,  if  received,  and  conclusive  of  that 
fact,  it  would  not  have  warranted  such  a  direction. 

1st.  The  instrument  of  February,  1821,.  purports  to  release,- 
to  Thomaa  Pluck,  the  premises  then  in  his  possession;  to^Kbld 
to  himi  his  heirs  and  assigns,  for  three  lives  then  in  being,  and> 
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for  the  lives  of  a]l  such  pereens  as  should  be,  from  time  to  1829. 
time,  for  ever  thereafter  added  thereto,  by  virtae  of  a  covenant 
for  perpetual  renewal  therein  contained,  paying  thereout  yearly 
duriog  the  tern  thereby  demised,  and  every  renewal  thereof,  to 
the  parties  therein  named,  -their  heirs  andassigru^  a  certain  rent 
therein  mentioned,  at  certain  days  therein  mentioned,  excepting 
and  reserving  all  timber,  trees,  woods,  and  mines,  on  said  de- 
mued  premises,  with  a  covenant,  that,  if  the  rent  should  be  in 
arrear  for  twenty-one  days,  it  should  be  lawful  for  the  parties, 
their  heirs  and  nmgns,  to  enter  4>n  the  demised  premises, 
and  distrain,  and  if  no  distress,  then  for  them,  their  heirs 
and  oMsignSf  to  re-enter  on  the  -said  demised  premises,  and 
to  repossess,  as  of  their  Jbrmer  estate ;  also  a  covenant  otf 
the  part  of  the  parties,  their  heirs  and  assigns,  that  upon 
failure  of  the  lives  therein  named,  or  for  ever  thereafter  to 
he  added  to  the  term  or  estate  thereby  demised,  upon  pay- 
ment of  a  fine  therein  specified,  and  of  all  arrears  of  rent,  they, 
their  heirs  and  assigns,  would  make  to  the  said  Thomas  Pluck 
a  good  and  perfect  new  lease  or  demise  thereof,  for  the  remain- 
der of  the  said  h'ves,  and  for  the  lives  to  be  added,  under  the 
rents  therein  contained,  so  that  the  said  Thomas  Pluck  should 
have  a  perpetual  lease  of  the  said  premises*  There  is  then  a  co- 
venant by  Pluck  with  the  parties,  their  heirs  a$ul  assigns,  on  the 
death  of  every  person  for  wiiose  life  the  said  premises  were 
thereby  demised,  or  thereafter  to  be  added,  to  nominate  a, new 
life,  and  pay  the  fne  and  arrears  of  rent,  to  them,  their  heirs 
and  assigns,  provided  the  lives  to  be  added  should  be  the  same 
as  should  be  added  to  the  original  lease  from  Richard  Chapel 
Wbaley  to  Edward  Burroughes,  under  whom  the  parties 
claimed  to  be  entitled,  pursuant  to  the  covenant  for  perpetual 
renewal  therein  contained. 

It  is  manifest,  on  the  face  of  this  instrument,  that  the  grantee 
professes  to  take  a  term,  thereby  demised,  at  a  rent  payable  to 
those  who  demised,  or  to  their  assigns,  and  with  covenants  for 
the  payment,  which  were  to  be  enforced  by  re-entry  on  the 
premises,  and  re-enjoyment  of  the  original  estate,  either  by  the 
parties  to  the  instrument,  or  by  any  persons  to  whom  they 
might  think  proper  to  assign  their  interest;  and  that  the  interest 
of  the  grantee  was  to  be  a  perpetual  lease,  and  that  the  parties, 
their  heirs  or  assigns,  were  to  execute  renewals,  on  payment  of 
the  fine  and  all  arrears  of  rent. 

The  evidence  ofiered  by  the  Plaintiff  is  to  shew,  1st,  that  tJhe 
interest  given  was  not  a  term  demised,  but  an  assignment ; 
2dly,  that  the  interest  contracted  for  was  not  a  perpetual  lease, 
bat  an  absolute  assignment ;  Sdly,  that  the  covenant  to  re- 
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possetSy  which  is  thereby  stipulated  for  their  assigfos,  cannot  be 
extended  to  their  assigns ;  ^thly,  that  the  covenant  to  execute 
a  new  lease,  which  is  thereby  imposed  on  their  assigns,  cannot 
be  executed  by  their  assigns;  and  5thlyy  still  further,  that  the 
covenant  for  the  execution  of  a  lease  for  a  new  life  by  the 
grantors,  on  obtaining  it  from  the  original  lessor,  cannot  be 
executed  by  the  parties  themselves,  inasmuch  as  the  grantee^ 
being  the  absolute  assignee,  is  the  only  person  who  could  de« 
mand  or  receive  the  renewal  from  the  original  lessor,  and  this 
without  payment  of  the  arrears  due  for  the  rent  thereby  re* 
served)  to  which  the  original  lessor  could  not  be  entitled. 

In  my  opinion,  it  would  be  contrary  to  the  established  rules 
•f  law,  founded  on  clear  principles  of  justice  and  policy,  and 
proved  by  a  series  of  decided  authorities,  to  permit  the  party 
thus  to  contradict  the  instrument  which  he  has  executed,  and 
disaffirm  the  title  under  which  he  has  obtained  possession,  and 
under  which,  and  which  alone,  he  still  continues  to  enjoy.  It 
is»  no  doubt,  true,  that  where  an  Interest  does  pass  by  the  deed; 
it  is  competent  to  the  party  who  had  derived  under  the  deed  to 
shew,  that  that  interest  was  of  a  more  limited  nature  than  the  in- 
strument purported ;  but  then  he  must  also  shew  that  that  limited 
interest  has  expired,  and  that  he  has  ceased  to  hold  under  it, 
and  in  every  case  in  which  such  a  defence  has  been  set  up  ill 
pleading,  there  is  an  averment  that  the  interest  has  ceased,  and 
in  every  case  where  the  principle  has  been  stated,  as  a  point  of 
doctrine,  it  is  uniformly  accompanied  with  the  condition,  that 
the  party  setting  up  such  a  defence  must  shew,  that  the  interest 
which  did  pass  is  determined.  So  it  is,  without  exception, 
from  the  statement  in  Co.  Litt.  47- b.  downwards ;  Sir  Edward 
Coke  says :  <*  A.,  lessee  for  life  of  B.,  makes  a  lease  for  years, 
**  by  deed  indented,  and  after  purchases  the  reversion  in  fee  | 
**  B.  dies ;  A.  shall  avoid  his  own  lease,  for  he  may  confess  and 
**  avoid  the  lease  which  took  efiect  in  point  of  interest,  and 
"  determined  by  the  death  ofB.''  So  in  Palmer  v.  Ekins  * ;  and 
the  language  of  the  Court  there  is  marked  to  this  purpose; 
«  the  Defendant  by  a  proper  inducement  might  have  made  this 
<<  traverse  good ;  as  if  he  had  pleaded,  in  his  inducement,  that 
**  I.  S.  was  seised  in  fee,  and  conveyed  to  John  Palmer  for 
**  life,  and  that  Af,  being  so  seised,  made  the  lease  to  the  De* 
**  fendant,  and  afterwards  conveyed  to  the  Plaintiff,  and  that 
**  ihen  John  Palmer  died;  whereby  he  would  have  shewoy 
M  that  an  interest  passed  by  the  lease,  to  the  Defendant,^'  so 
f'  long  as  John  Palmer  lived,  and  that  by  his  death  the  lease  wu 
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^*  deUrmimedJ*  This  doctrioe  it  so  perfectly  established,  tUt  ldS9L 
k  is  quite  unoecessarj  to  quote  suthorities,  but  the  admtsfioa  of 
Narest  (afterwards  Mr.  Justice  Nares,)  in  BntdmeU  v^Eoberis  *, 
bears  ao  directly  upon  the  very  pgiat  here^  that  I  caimot  pass  it 
over;  the  plea  was^  that  the  lessor  was  only  tenant  for  life»  and 
that  he  died^  and  the  lease  was  thereby  determined ;  and  Narei^ 
Ibr  the  Defendant,  admitted  •'  ikat  during  tkeUJeofike  Unmtd 
^fir  Ufrt  tke  hmee  tooM  haw  been  etiopped  tm  say  the  letter 
**  hadnatthe  revertiou  in  him.'*  Trepotfs  case  f  has  been  oiled 
as  an  authority  to  the  coiitrary»  but  it  does  not  apply.  There 
the  objection  aroae  upon  an  ejectment,  which  puts  in  issue,  by 
the  plea  of  not  guilty,  the  demise  of  the  lessor  of  the  nominal 
PlainttH^  and  his  title  to  make  the  demise  in  the  form  in  which 
he  has  made  it ;  and  the  objection  was  made,  not  to  the  right 
of  the  lessor  in  the  original  lease,  to  recover  by  virtue  of  that 
lease  and  of  his  title  under  it,  but  to  his  right  to  recover  on  the 
demise  whidi  he  had  thought  fit  to  slate  in  his  declaration  ia 
ejectment*  sa  made  by  him  to  the  nominal  Plaintiff;  and  so  the 
case  is  considered  in  Friend  v.  Eatiahrook  ^  i  there  the  Plain<- 
tiff*  declared  in  co? enant  on  a  joint  demise  from  husband  and 
wife,  tke  husband  being  tenant  for  life,  and  the  wife  having 
a  rtmamder  fer  life,  tokich  intereets  and  joint  demiee  inert  Hated 
M  the  deckrmtion.  Non  est  Ja^ttua  was  pleaded,  and  the  facts 
appeared,  accordingly,  on  the  trial,  and  a  verdict  being  had  for 
the  Plaiotil^  an  application  was  made  to  set  it  aside*  and  it  was 
argued  that  this  was  an  illegal  and  impossible  demise,  for  that 
it  was  the  demise  of  the  husband  and  the  confirmation  of  the 
wife,  and  Treporf's  case  was  cited ;  but  the  Court  hdd,  that  it 
did  not  apply,  —  *<  for  that  was  ejectment,  which  puts  in  issue 
'*  the  demise  of  the  lessors  of  the  Plaintiff,  and  their  title  to 
"  make  such  a  demise;  but  here  the  issue  is,  that  there  is  no 
«  such  deed  as  stated  in  the  declaration,  and  if,  in  feet,  such 
''  a  deed  appears,  the  Defendant,  who  is  in  possession  under  it, 
'^  shall  not  qaestion  the  title  of  the  Pladntiff'to  mate  such  a  demise 
^  and  therefy  avoid  the  performance  of  Vfhai  he  himsdf  hm 
*'  stipulated.**  In  the  case  which  I  cite,  the  facta  as  to  the 
nature  of  the  title  were  stated  on  the  declaration,  and  all  ol^ 
jections  growing  out  of  them  open  on  the  record ;  and  it  there- 
fore seems  clear,  according  to  the  argument  in  the  passage  I 
have  quoted,  that  the  Court  would  not  have  held  the  Defend- 
ant entitled  to  take  advantage  of  them,  either  by  demurrer  to 
the  declaration,  or  by  a  special  plea  setting  them  out.  The 
case  of  Gorman  v.  Hatdon  §  does  not  bear  on  this  point.    It 
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1:829.        does  not  profess  to  decide  4hat  a  party  clainiing  under  a  grant 
which  still  continuesy  with  respect  to  the  interests  of  the  parties* 
in  the  same  state  as  when  it  was  made,  shall  be  at  liberty  in 
any  respect,  or  for  any  purpose,  to  raise  a  question  on  die  title 
of  the  grantor  or  grantors ;  if  so,  it  would  be  in  direct  con<*> 
tradiction  to  the  case  of  Friend  v.  Eastabrooie^  and  to  -the 
series  of  authorities  to  which  I  have  already  referred:   in 
Gorman  t.  Hanhn^  as  I  understand  the  case,  the  Court  of 
Exchequer  merely  decided,  that  die  lessee  was  at  liberty  to 
shew,  in  pleading,  that,  an  interest  having  passed  by  the  grant 
under  which  he  claimed,  it  really  passed  from  only  one  of  the 
grantors,  and  by  his  act  was  put  an  «end  to,  so  far  as  the  rent 
was  concerned.    The  case  was  novel,  but  does  not  appear  to 
me  to  invoWe  any  thing  against  principle;  at  all  events,  k  has 
no  application  to  die  case  now  before  us.    I  therefore  con- 
sider Trepor^%  case  as  standing  alone,  and  on  the  particular 
ground  I  have  already  adverted  to,  and  therefore  not  applying 
to  this  case,  inasmuch  as  it  rested  merely  on  the  technical  im- 
peachment of  the  form  of  demising.     But  here,  if  the  evidence 
cannot  be  admitted  for  the  substantial  purpose  of  denying  the 
relation  between  the  parties  as  appearing  on  the  demise,  it 
cannot  be  resorted  to  for  the  purpose  of  shewing  that  the  title 
IS  badly  pleaded.    If  the  Plaintiff  enjoyed  under  a  grant,  or 
demise,  or  contract  in  writing,  and  if  the  Defendants  are  en- 
titled to  the  rent  4is  landlords,  or  lessors,  or  owners,  under  such 
grant,  or  demise,  or  contract,  the  statute  has  given  a  summary 
mode  of  avowing,  under  which,  it  is  admitted  by  the  counsel 
for  the  Plaintiff,  no  issue  could  be  tendered  on  the  fact  of  the 
demise ;  if  non  demUit  could  have  been  pleaded,  the  Plaintiff's 
bar  would  have  been  bad  for  duplicity,  tendering  an  issue  both 
on  the  enjoyment,  and  on  the  demise ;  the  plea  is,  '*  that  he 
'<  did  not  hold  and  enjoy  under  the  said  supposed  demise 
•'  thereof;"  and  concludes  to  the  country;  this  plea  would  be 
clearly  bad,  if,  under  this  act,  it  were  open  to  the  Plaintiff  to 
tender  an  issue  on  the  demise :  but  the  counsel  for  the  Plaintiff 
very  properly  admit,  and  indeed  insist  upon  it,  that  no  issue 
could  have  been  tendered  on  .the  demise.    The  demise,  there- 
fore, is  material  only  so  far  as  it  affects  the  evidence  of  the 
enjoyment  by  a  title  derived  from  the  Defendants ;  and,  there* 
fore,  if  the  evidence  is  not  admissible  to  shew  that  the  Plaintiff 
did  not  enjoy  under  the  title  of  the  avowants,  it  cannot  be  ad- 
mitted to  shew  that  the  title  was  net  duly  pleaded.     I  am, 
therefore,  on  this  part  of  the  case,  of  opinion,  that  the  evi^ 
dence,  if  it  would  have  the  effect  contended  for,  was,  for  that 
reason,  inadmissible. 
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But,  2d]yy  — 'It  18  my  opinion,  that,  if  admissible,  it  would        1829. 
not  have  that  effect,  and  that  although  the  evidence  were  con-       \^->,-^^^ 
dusiTe  to  shew  that  the  lives  named  in  the  instrument  of        'I'ucx 
February,  1821,  were  the  same  lives  for  which  the  grantors 
themselves  held,  it  would  not  therefore  follow  that  they  are  not 
entitled  to  maintain  this  avowry. 

The  argument  for  the  Plaintiff  in  error  has  been  rested 
mainly  on  these  propositions :  **  that  where  a  party,  professing 
*'  to  make  a  lease,  demises  for  the  entire  interest  or  term  to 
**  which  he  is  himself  entitled,  such  instrument  amounts  in 
*'  point  of  law  to  an  assignment ;  -^  that  the  party  so  demising 
''  has  not  left  in  him  any  interest,  which,  in  a  proper  sense, 
"  can  be  termed  a  reversion ;  —  that  any  rent  reserved  on  such 
'*an  instrument  is  not  a  rent-service,  but  is  merely  a  rent« 
'*  charge ;  and  that,  therefore,  the  person  to  whom  such  rent  is 
**  reserved  cannot  be  entitled  to  the  bene6t  of  the  statute  of 
**  25  G*  2.,  which  gives  the  general  avowry ; — and  that  it  matters 
**  not  what  may  be  the  other  clauses  contained  in  such  an 
**  instrument ;  let  them  evince,  ever  so  clearly,  the  intention 
'^  of  the  party  granting  to  retain  a  privity  of  estate  with  the 
**  person  to  whom  he  grants,  or  with  the  person  under  whom 
"  he  derives ;  although  he  reserves  to  himself  rights  which  he 
**  cannot  exercise  without  the  former  privity,  and  subjects  him- 
"  self  to  duties  which  he  cannot  discharge  without  the  latter ; 
*'  still  the  rule  of  law  is  rigid  and  unbending ;  the  grant  of  the 
*'  entire  interest  is  an  assignment,  —  it  leaves  no  reversion,  -^ 
**  and  these  consequences,  however  unreasonable  or  contra- 
**  dictory,  must  ensue/'  The  argument,  if  true  to  itself,  must 
go  the  length  of  asserting,  that  even  if  the  party  to  such  an 
instrument  were  to  insert  a  clause  that  nothing  therein  con- 
tained should  deprive  him  of  the  rights  of  a  landlord,  or  of  any 
of  the  remedies  given  by  the  statute  for  recovery  of  his  rent, 
or  for  avowing  for  it,  suph  a  clause  would  be  repugnant  to  the 
aature  of  the  estate,  and  must,  as  such,  be  rejected.  I  cannot 
coDcur  in  throwing  so  heavy  an  imputation  on  the  law,  nor  can 
I  consider  this  as  the  real  state  of  the  question.  I  do  not  fiqd 
in  the  statute  the  terms,  '^  assignment,**  or  "  reversion,"  or 
"  rent-service,"  or  ''  rent-charge,"  or  any  words  which,  in 
themselves,  purport  to  make  it  essential  to  the  party  avowing 
under  it  to  shew  that  his  right  to  the  rent  is  served  out  of  an 
estate  in  reversion,  or  that  the  grant,  on  which  he  reserved  it, 
did  not  operate  as  an  assignment,  or  that  the  rent  reserved  is 
not  a  rent-charge,  or  that  it  is  a  rent-service.  Such  necessity, 
therefore,  if  it  existS|  must  grow  out  of  some  principle  of  law, 
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1829.  dr  gbTerntng  authority,  Evincing  oV  detidittg  ttiat*  by  hecesftary 
^*"v^«'  ccyn^truttion,  suth  consequences  follow  from  the  #ord*  which 
^^^  the  statute  does  contain.  The  words  are  these :  **  that  ft  *hril 
i»ia«K^  ^'  he  lawftil  fbr  all  defendants  in  reple^m  lo  avow  generally 
<<  thai  the  plaintiff  in  n^levih,  or  other  tenant  of  the  lands 
**  whereon  such  distress  was  made,  letajoyed  the  same  under  a 
**  grant,  or  demise,  or  article,  minate,  or  contract  tta  writing,  at' 
<<  such  a  certain  rent,  during  the  time  Whisrkin  the  rent  so  dis- 
**  trained  for  incurred,  which  rent  was  thten  tend  StHl  remains 
**  due  :*'  these  are  all  the  Vords  pointing  out  what  is  to  be 
stated  by  the  avowant;  the  words  which  foRow  merely  state 
whiat  the  avowant  is  extesed  Arom  setting  forth;  **  without 
<*  fbrther  settiUg  forth  tite  gVAnt,  tehufe,  tt  demise,  or  tftle  of 
<*  such  landlord  or  landhirds,  lessor  ov  Icssotfe,  ownet*  or  owners 
<<  of  such  lands,  knd  it  shall  be  no  objection  to  «uch  artrcle» 
**  minute,  or  contract,  that  the  satne  doth  "Aot  contain  an  actual 
**  demise."  N6W  here  I  find  that  the  lejgislatufe  have  osed 
woirds  of  very  compreheUsive  import,  %offident,  and  ihteUded, 
to  get  rid  of  technical  difficulties,  and  to  give  effective  and 
simple  remedies  for  clear  and  substantia  rights.  They  extend 
to  dl  defendants  iVi  replevin,  ifhat  is,  to  alt  persons  entitled  to 
rents  recoverable  by  distress ;  Uiid  to  all  plaintift  in  replevin, 
or  other  tenants,  without  specifyiUg  or  limitfng  the  Uature  of 
then-  tenancy,  or  Without  any  reference  to  the  consideration 
of  ^hat,  in  point  of  law,  may  be  the  estate  of  the  j>ersoa 
IVom  whom  they  hold.  They  have  studiously  declared  their 
object,  namely,  that  where  there  is,  on  the  one  side,  an 
enjoyment  of  the  lands  distrained  on,  hy  virtue  of  a  title  de- 
rived froin  the  party  distraining,  and  on  the  other  a  right  in 
the  party  distraining  to  recover  the  tent  by  distress ;  in  such 
etee,  no  matter  what  is  the  nature  of  the  instVument  by  which 
that  title  is  given  and  taken,  let  it  be  grant,  or  demise,  or  articfe* 
or  minute,  or  contract  in  writing,  of  any  kind,  and  no  matter 
what  precise  legal  relation  the  party  giving  may  stand  in  to  the 
party  taking;  Whether  he  be  landlord,  or  lessor,  or  owner, 
there  shall  be  a  simple  and  eflectual  remedy  for  iJie  recovery 
of  the  rent  which  the  one  is  bound  to  pay,  and  the  other  is 
entitled  to  receive  and  levy,  freed  from  the  difficulties  which 
the  preamhle  of  the  clause  states  to  have  heretofore  arisen  in 
making  avowries  upon  distresses  for  tent,  and  which  were  not 
siAciently  remedied  by  the  laws  theretofore  made.  First,  to 
ask,  therefore,  whether  the  party  distraining  has  a  reversion, 
seems  to  me  to  raise  a  question  not  arising  either  out  of  die 
words  or  spirit  of  nht  aet  iAuth  k  ist>ttr  duty  to  construe ;  t»or 
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•at  of  die  state  of  tke  law,  whick  existed  at  the  time  of  its  1829. 
enactment,  as  applicable  to  the  subject  matter  concerning 
which  it  was  enacted.  Under  the  old  law  it  had  been  highly 
important  to  ascertain  whether  a  party,  reserving  a  rent  on  a 
^rant  of  lands,  had  departed  with  bis  entire  interest,  because,  if 
he  had  not  an  estate  in  revernen  left  in  him,  no  power  of  dis- 
tress was  incident  to  the  rent  so  reseryed,  and  it  was  a  mere 
rent-seek.  Bat  the  Ifish  statute  1 1  Ann.  c  ^  (in  substance 
the  lame  as  the  English  act  4G.2.  c.28.)  has  taken  away 
this  distinction ;  and  since  that  statute  such  a  rent  has  ne- 
cessarily incident  to  it  the  power  of  distress,  just  as  effectually 
as  if  a  reversion  had  remained  in  the  grantor ;  and  this  was  the 
improved  state  of  the  law,  and  these  were  the  rights  of  the 
parties,  when  the  25  G.  2.  gave  the  general  avowry  to  all  de- 
fendants in  replevin.  Now  does  it  not  gratuitously  re-involve 
IIS  in  exploded  difficulties,  to  go  back  and  enquire  whether  the 
deffmdant  In  replevin,  entitled  to  a  rent,  and  a  power  of  distress 
under  the  11  ilna.,  had  reserved  such  an  estate  in  the  lands  as 
would  have  entitled  him  to  distrain,  before  the  1 1  Ann,  was 
passed,  —  passed  for  the  express  purpose  of  removing  suck 
questions,  —  and  observe, —- passed,  not  for  the  purpose  of 
giving  tke  power  of  distress  as  growing  out  of  the  contract  of 
the  parties,  for  it  might  have  been  reserved  by  positive  con* 
tract,  as  a  rent-charge,  before  the  statute,  but  for  the  purpose 
of  making  the  power  of  distress  incident  to  the  grant  and 
holding  under  it,  independently  of  any  contract  of  the  parties. 

I  really,  after  all  I  have  heard,  cannot  furnish  to  my  own  mind 
the  semblance  of  a  reason  for  saying  that  the  Irish  act  25  G.  2. 

II  G.2.  Emg.)  intended  to  exclude  from  its  remedial  provisions 
those  who  were  entitled  to  distrain  for  rents  under  the  11  Ann. 
merely  because  they  had  not  a  reversion,  which  the  statute  of 
the  1 1  Anm.  had  expressly  dispensed  with.  Secondly,  to  ask 
whether  the  rent  avowed  for  is  a  rent-service,  appears  to  me 
equally  gratuitous^  and  uncalled  for  by  the  statute;  and  be- 
sides, if  by  rent-service  is  meant  a  rent«service  within  the  strict 
and  tecknial  sense  of  the  term,  it  is  diiviously  untrue  that  no 
rent  can  be  within  the  provisions  of  the  statute  unless  it  be  a 
rent-service.  To  rent«service  some  corporal  service,  fealty  at 
the  least,  is  a  necessary  ingredient ;  but  it  is  admitted,  that  if 
the  owner  of  a  particular  estate  subdemises  it,  reserving  a  rent, 
such  rent  w  within  the  statute,  though  no  feaky  is  incident  to 
such  a  holding.  If>  on  the  other  hand,  by  rent-service  is  meant 
such  a  rent  as  draws  after  it  a  power  of  distress  without  any 
express  clause  for  the  purpose;  every  rent  is  now,  and  was  at 
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1829.        the  time  of  passing  the  statute,  a  rent  of  that  description,  and 
>^^>r^       then  the  proposition  has  no  meaning.    Thirdly,  it  is  said,  this  is 
rLucK         a  rent-charge,  and  therefore  not  within  the  statute.  This  as  an 
unqualified  proposition  I  must  take  leave  to  deny*    It  is  no 
doubt  true,  that  a  mere  rent-charge,  in  its  original  and  ordinary 
signification!  is  not  within  the  meaning  of  the  act ;  as,  when  a 
person  seised  of  lands  grants  a  rent  to  another  with  a  power  of 
distress,  but  gives  him  no  interest  in  the  lands ;  such  a  case  is 
not  within  the  statute;  not  because  it  is  a  rent- charge,  but 
because  the  party  who  is  to  pay  the  rent  does  not  enjoy  the 
lands  under  a  grant  or  demise  from  the  party  to  whom  the  rent 
is  to  be  paid.     But  where  a  party  seised  of  an  estate  in  lands 
grants  that  estate  to  another,  reserving  a  rent  and  a  power  of 
distress  and  re-entry  on  non-payment  of  it,  though  this  may  be 
called  a  rent-charge,  because  at  comnlon  law  a  power  of  dis- 
tress would  not  have  been  incident  to  it  without  an  express 
contract  to  charge  it  on  the  lands,  ther.e  being  no  reversion, 
yet  it  essentially  differs  from  a  rent-charge  in  the  former  sense* 
there  being  in  this  case  an  enjoyment  of  the  land  by  the  person 
who  is  to  pay  the  rent,  under  a  title  derived  from  the  person 
who  has  reserved  the  rent,  by  the  same  instrument  by  which 
he  conveys  the  lands ;  exactly  falling  within  the  words  of  the 
statute,  and  clearly  within  its  principle,  which  is  this  —  that  he 
who  departs  with  his  lands,  annexing  to  the  grant  a  condition 
to  have  his  rent  as  the  consideration  for  so  departing  with  them, 
shall  have  that  rent  effectually  secured  to  him  on  the  lands,  and 
that  the  person,  who  enjoys  on  that  condition,  shall  not  be 
allowed  to  throw  difficulties  in  the  way  of  the  person  to  whom 
he  18  bound  to  pay  it,  or  to  raise  objections  to  his  title.     As  to 
this  assumed  proposition  applying  to  a  case  like  the  present* 
where  the  grantor,  having  a  particular  estate  of  freehold,  de- 
mises for  his  entire  interest,  I  find  no  authority ;  but  the  case 
of  BulpU  V.  Clarke  •  is  relied  on  to  shew,  that  where  the  fee  is 
granted,  and  a  rent  reserved  with  clause  of  distress,  this  is  a 
rent-charge,  and  not  within  the  statute.     That  case  was  on  a 
demurrer  to  the  cognizance,  which  stated  that  the  plaintiff  en- 
joyed the  lands  subject  to  a  yeariy  rent-charge.    The  demurrer 
was  allowed,  and  necessarily  so.    The  cognizance  called  it  a 
rent-charge,  and  did  not  state  the  enjoyment  to  be  under  any 
grant  or  demise  reserving  a  rent.     The  plaintiff  might,  accord- 
ing to  the  pleading,  have  enjoyed  the  land  by  a  title  not  de- 
rived from  the  person  to  whom  the  rent  was  payable ;  and 
Serjeant  Lens,  in  his  argument  for  the  demurrer,  says,  the 
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question  is,  '*  whether  the  defendanty  making  cognizance  for  a  1829, 
**  reot-charge  in  terms,  is  within  the  statute."  The  question 
raised  in  the  very  sound  argument  of  the  present  Mr.  Justice 
Bajley»  who  was  of  counsel  for  the  defendanti  where  he  takes 
the  d^tinction  on  which  I  rely,  between  a  rent-charge  properly 
so  caUedy  and  the  case  of  the  grant  of  a  fee  reserving  a  rent, 
was  not  open  on  the  pleadings.  It  is  true  the  Court  is  repre- 
sented as  having  stated,  in  observation  on  Serjeant  Bayley's 
argument,  that  in  the  case  put  by  him  the  party  could  not,  in 
consequence  of  the  statute  of  Quia  Empiores,  be  said  to  enjoy 
at  a  rent;  putting  it  thus  on  the  case  not  coming  within  the 
words  of  the  II  G.  2.  With  great  respect  for  that  very  eminent 
lawyer  Sir  James  Mansfield,  and  for  the  rest  of  the  Court,  I 
do  not  understand  why  a  person  enjoying  lands  under  a  grant 
from  another,  and  being  by  the  terms  of  the  grant  liable  to  pay 
a  rent  as  a  consideration  for  that  enjoyment,  and  being  liable 
to  be  evicted  by  an  ejectment  on  the  title  if  he  does  not  pay  it, 
cannot  be  said  to  enjoy  at  a  rent.  The  distinction  taken  by 
Judge  Bayiey  appears  to  me  to  be  the  true  one. — First,  the 
rent  reserved  upon  such  a  grant  in  fee  differs  from  the  ordinary 
rent-charge  in  this  essential  particular,  — -  that  to  it  a  right  of 
entry,  and  to  have  the  estate  again  on  non-payment  of  the  rent, 
may  be  annexed,  which  would  be  a  void  condition  in  the  case 
of  an  ordinary  rent-charge»  Secondly,  in  the  case  of  an 
ordinary  rent^'charge  the  grantee  of  the  rent  takes  it  subject 
to  all  the  prior  charges  affecting  the  estates  of  the  grantor,  but 
it  could  not  be  maintained  that  such  a  rent,  reserved  to  the 
original  owner  of  the  fee,  should  be  subject  to  the  incum- 
brances of  his  grantee.  But  thirdly,  and  above  all,  if  to  such 
a  grant  in  fee,  reserving  a  rent,  no  clause  of  distress  were 
annexed,  the  rent  wqdd  be  a  rent-seek,  and  then,  by  the 
4  G.  2.,  there  are  the  same  remedies  by  distress  and  impounds* 
ing  for  a  rent-seek  as  on  a  rent  reserved  upon  lease,  and  there- 
fore sach  a  rent  seems  to  be  clearly  within  the  provisions  of  the 
11  G.2. ;  and  then  to  shut  out  a  rent  reserved  upon  a  grant  in 
fee  from  its  benefit,  merely  because  a  positive  clause  of  distress 
is  contained  in  the  deed,  when  it  would  be  included  if  there 
were  no  such  clause,  seems  to  me  to  attribute  a  virtue  to  the 
word  rent-charge,  which  does  not  in  law  or  reason  belong  to  it. 
Be  this,  however,  as  it  may,  it  is  a  decision  applying  solely  to 
the  case  of  a  rent  reserved  on  a  grant  in  fee,  governed  by  the 
provisions  of  the  statute  of  Quia  EmptoreSf  and  does  not  apply 
to  a  case  like  the  present,  where  the  grant  is  by  a  person  seised 
of  a  particular  estate  of  freehold. 
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182^.  So  far  I  have  endeavoured  to  shew  that  supposing  a  grant 

of  the  entire  interest  necessarily  to  amount  to  an  assignment, 
it  would  not  therefore  follow,  that  a  rent  reserved  upon  it 
would  not  be  within  the  words  and  meaning  of  Che  statute  for 
avowries;  but  is  it  clear  every  grant,  conveying  the  entire  in- 
terest of  the  party,  must  operate  as  an  assignment  ?  I  bold 
not,  and  that,  though  the  entire  estate  is  departed  with,  it  still 
is  competent  to  a  court  of  law  to  look  into  the  instrument  for 
the  intention  of  the  parties,  and,  if  they  find  tliat  construing  it 
to  be  an  assignment  would  defeat  their  manifest  intention,  to 
refuse  to  give  it  such  an  effect.  In  this,  I  think  I  am  war* 
ranted  by  analogy  to  the  various  cases  in  which  the  instru- 
ments of  parties  have  been  made  to  assume  a  name  and 
character  best  fitted  to  effectuate  their  clear  intention ;  and  it 
appears  to  me,  that  there  are  direct  authorities  to  shew  that 
assignments  are  not  an  exception  to  the  general  principles  by 
which  the  law  claims  such  a  controlling  power  for  the  pur* 
poses  of  justice.  In  BroomfiM  v.  fVilliamsan  *,  lessee  for  a 
year  covenanted  for  himself  and  his  assigns  to  pay  the  rent  so 
long  as  he  sliould  have  possession  of  the  thing  let  i  he  assigned 
over  his  term ;  the  term  expired,  and  the  assignee  continued 
in  possession ;  the  lessor  brought  an  action  of  covenant  against 
him  for  the  rent  in  arrear  after  the  expiration  of  the  term,  and 
the  question  was,  tnhether  ikU  toas  such  an  assignee  at  the 
aethn  laoM  lie  against  F  Rolle  C.  J.  *'  Though  here  is  not 
**  an  assignee  strictly  according  to  the  rules  of  the  law,  yet  he 
^  shall  be  counted  such  an  assignee  as  to  perform  the  cove- 
**  nants  made  between  the  parties." — In  PouUmiey  v.  Holmes  f^ 
one  holding  for  a  year  and  a  half  granted  his  entire  term  by 
parol,  reserving  a  rerit,  and  with  a  clause  of  re-entry,  and  it 
was  held  that  this  should  operate  as  an  under-lease,  and  not  as 
an  assignment,  inasmuch  as  it  would  not  have  had  effect  as  an 
assignment  under  the  statute  of  frauds ;  and  although  in  Palmer 
V.  Edwards  Xf  where  the  instrument  purported  in  terms  to  be 
an  assignment!  the  reservation  of  a  rent  with  a  power  of  re- 
entry was  not  considered  sufficient  to  control  the  operation  of 
the  deed  as  an  assignment,  so  as  to  disentitle  the  grantee  to 
maintain  covenant  against  the  head-landlord,  or  to  exempt  him 
from  liability  te  the  head-landlord's  action  of  covenant,  yet 
Judge  BuUer  expressly  admits  the  authority  of  PouUeney  ▼• 
HolmeSf  and  reconciles  it  with  his  own  decision,  by  sayings 
that  in  that  case  the  instrument  would  have  been  defeated  if 
tonstrued  as  an  assignment.    Finding,  therefore,  that  an  in^ 

•  Sty.  407.  t  1  Strt.  405.  f  I  I>ougL  186.  n. 


tl. 


ON  AFFBALS  AND  WRITS   OF  EHROR.  55 

alTMiiienl  mus^  b«  con^lrtt^d  ai  an  ssttgaixieptj  |b#ugb  gc(Hirding  1829* 
to  ibe  siriql  rule«  of  laur  i|  is  not  40*  ip  order  to  sustain  th^  ^«rv^ 
ngh^  of  the  partita  i  and  tb^ft  far  tb^  mne  purpose  hq  ipstru-  ?^<'^ 
mepl  iqfty  be  cooatruc^  »a^  tft  be  im  assigomenti  where  gp- 
oqrding  19  ihe  siricC  r4)^  pf  Uw  i|  m  |o ;  )  bold  myself  at 
liberty  u^  Ipok  jpto  (bif  ioftrume^l  fiur  A^  purpose  of  f oquiripg 
wb^tber  it|i  primary  ptgecU  ?Fil|  be  de(pated  by  cpostruing  if 
to  be  ai|  aMigoioent;  f^pid,  if  I  find»  tha^  in  or4er  to  fffief:tuatp 
the  substantial  and  principal  covenants  bpf^eea  tbe  parties,  it 
ia  ewentiql  (hat  a  privity  of  estatp  i|hqi|)fl  continue  \q  subsist 
betve^n  tbp  gnuitprf  and  their  owp  iiQ^edii^tp  lan41ord9  a^^ 
ajpo  bPtV^on  th$^  graptprs  and  grantee,  I  pp)  boun4  (o  spy,  th^f 
tbe  instrtiroent  sbpll  pot  be  construed  as  ap  as^igppientf  tbe 
eSpct  of  wbJQb  piu^t  neippisfirily  be,  to  destroy  tbat  privityi 
aa4  to  defeat  thpie  ppvepfnts.  —  ?ir^t>  )f  |he  ipstrKcnent  is  an 
HMigomepI,  (bp  g^aator  cfu^ppl  pprfofm  his  covepant  for  p 
repewiJ  for  (be  spfpe  Ijvef  which  he  shpjl  obtaip  und^f  bi^  own 
r^ewpl  pf  ^  origipp]  lepfp ;  be  would  pot  bp  eptitled  to  tajce 
^^ch  n  renpwaly  ap4  cpi|14  not  mpke  i(.  —  Secon4}yi  If  the 
grapt^e  w^W  i?pti|lf  d  t9  gf t  his  renewal  directly  fropi  tbp  bead- 
Ipodlordj  mk9i  biBcppief  of  tbe  condifiop  ppnexed  (o  thp  cove- 
ppnt  for  rppewal,  tb^t  pll  a^pafs  pf  rent  to  the  graptpr^  shall 
be  pai4  pff '  r—  Thirdly  I  Hpw  can  effect  bp  given  to  the  cove- 
nant tbpt  tbp  assigns  of  tbe  grpotors  shall  hi^re  th^  benefit  of 
the  dpusp  pf  re^pptryi  and  hold  (bo  estate  absolutely  in  the 
evpot  of  ibp  rppt  not  being  paid  ?  r-^  Fpurthly,  How  can  the 
covpn^t  by  wblpb  tbp  prance  iy  bpi|nd  tp  renew  be  ^pforced 
by  apy  pevsop?  —  Wben  I  thus  sep  Ihp  cpntinu^ce  of  p  privity 
of  es|a|e  is  psseptijrf  (0  epable  the  pav(iep  ta  e^prcise  tbp 
ijgbts  which  tbey  bfUF^  reserved,  apd  to  perforof  tbe  dptips  for 
which  tbf^  have  contrpct94>  I  cpnpot  cpll  thfs  an  assjgpment, 
wbich  would  defppt  (bpt  pp^ity*  but  mus(  give  it  (hat  name 
wbicb  the  pprties  themsplve^  throughout  the  eptire  inetnuqent 
have  givpn  it,  *f  p  dpmise,''-r-  p  grant  qf  k  lease  for  tbrep  Uvea, 
49d  p  copvp^  for  ^  perpetual  lease* 

(  hare  felt  it  p»y  4Pty  to  urgp  thiii  pprt  pf  th?  case  at  the 
risk  of  being  thought  tedious,  b^^puse  tbe  notiop  of  p  rigi4 
alppolute  pB^ignipppt  by  pn  unbending  rulp  of  laiv,  indepepdent 
pf  (bo  fet^n(ipp  of  tbp  partieib  baa  bpen  carrie4  in  thp  argu* 
lopat  to  (be  alip^niing  extent  of  sayings  thpjt  the  grant  of  ao 
iaterest,  for  tbp  sap)p  lives  for  which  tbp  grpntpv  l)ol4«»  PPcps" 
spiiJy  oarrjps  with  it  (be  ppvenpnt  for  pprp9t^al  r^aewal,  which 
is  a  legal  covenant  running  with  the  land ;  and  thai  il  a  person* 
having  such  an  interest  grants  for  Uiree  lives,  reservrog  a  rent^ 

B  4 


Sd  CASES   IN   THE   HOUSE   OF   LORDS 

1829*  ftnd  not  purporting  to  give  to  the  grantee  the  benefit  of  the 
covedlmt  for  perpetual  renewal*  still  the  grantee  must  have  it 
by  virtue  of  the  absolute  assignment ;  a  position  this,  so  formi- 
dable in  this  country,  where  these  renewable  interests  are  con- 
sidered as  perpetuities,  and  where  the  proprietors  are  in  the 
habit  of  demising  for  the  same  lives  for  which  they  themselves 
hold,  (as  in  the  case  where  the  lives  in  the  original  lease  are 
those  of  members  of  the  royal  family,)  that  it  goes  to  shake  the 
foundations  of  property. 

As  to  the  cases  which  have  been  cited  to  shew  that  where  a 
termor  for  years  grants  for  his  entire  term,  reserving  a  rent, 
he  cannot  avow  under  this  statute,  it  is  not  necessary  for  the 
decision  of  the  present  case  to  enter  into  them.  The  cases 
of V,  Cooper  *f  and  of  Parmenter  v.  Webber  fy  sup- 
posing those  cases  to  have  the  effect  of  deciding  the  point  for 
which  they  are  cited,  rather  afford  an  argument,  that  in  the 
case  of  freeholds  the  grant  for  -the  entire  interest  would  not 
prevent  the  avowry  under  the  statute ;  for  if  otherwise,  the 
decisions  would  have  been  rested  on  the  fact  of  there  being  an 
assignment  of  the  entire  interest ;  and  the  circumstance  of  its 
being  a  term  for  years  would  not  have  been  material.  But 
these  cases  have  merely  decided,  that  the  instruments  stated  in 
them  amounted  to  assignments,  and,  therefore,  that  a  distress 
could  not  be  supported;  but  they  have  neither  decided — lst» 
that  it  is  not  open  to  the  Court  to  look  into  the  whole  of  the 
instrument  so  as  to  ascertain  whether  the  agreement  of  the 
parties  would  be  defeated  by  construing  it  an  assignment ;  nor, 
2dly,  was  any  question  raised  in  those  cases  on  the  mode  of 
avoU}ingf  but  merely  on  the  right  of  distraining  ;  and  the  entire 
amount  of  those  cases  is,  that  where  a  party  absolutely  assigns 
his  whole  term,  reserving  a  rent,  without  any  clause  of  dis- 
tress, such  party  cannot  distrain,  the  rent  not  being  a  rent- 
seek,  and  therefore  not  aided  by  the  4  G.  2.  The  fair  inference 
from  these  cases,  therefore,  is,  that  the  only  question  was  as  to 
the  right  of  distraining  under  the  4  G.  2. ;  and  that  if  the  rent 
could  be  so  distrained  for  under  that  act,  it  could,  of  course, 
be  avowed  for  under  the  11  G.  2. 

I  own,  indeed,  I  do  not  exactly  feel  the  force  of  the  argu- 
ment, used  in  these  cases,  to  shew  that  the  rent  was  not  a 
rent-seek,  and  it  seems  not  easy  to  reconcile  it  with  the  deci- 
sion in  Netvcomb  v.  Harvey  X^  and  a  great  variety  of  other 
cases  to  the  same  effect.    I  have  not  been  able  to  find  the 

•  2  Wili,  S75.  t  8  Taunt.  594.     2  J.  B.  Moore,  656,  S.  C  • 
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passage  in  the  Year  Book  referred  to  as  the.  authority  to  sus-         1829. 
taiQ  thoae  two  cases  *  ;  nor,  if  such  a  dictum  is  to  be  fcAind  in       Vi^r^i^ 
the  time  of  Edvo*  3.  when  a  termor  for  years  was  of  so  little         n*oc^ 
account  in  the  law^  and  could  not  falsify  in  a  common  recovery^ 
should  I  hold  it  sufficient  to  outweigh  the  more  modern  cases 
which  have  grown  out  of  the  present  state  of  property^  and  the 
increased  importance  of  such  terms. 

Although  the  case  of  a  rent  reserved  by  a  person  granting 

\oA  entire  terra  for  years,  does  not  necessarily  involve  that  on 

which  we  are  now  to  decide,  it  is  one  of  so  much  importance  in 

this  country,  that  I  think  it  necessary  to  say,  that  it  does  not 

appear  to  me  that  those  cases  have  decided,  that  if  it  can  be 

fiurJy  collected  from  the  lease,  that  the  party  demising  for  his 

entire  term  meant  that  it  should  operate  as  a  demise,  and  not 

as  an  assignment,  such  grant  should  not  operate  according  to 

the  intention  of  the  parties.     If  it  should  become  necessary  to 

decide  on  the  case  of  the  immediate  lessee  of  a  bishop,  demising 

for  his  own  term,  and  reserving  a  rent  and  clause  of  re-entry, 

and  covenanting  to  renew  with  his  lessee  so  often  as  he  himself 

should  renew  with  the  bishop,  I  apprehend  a  court  of  law 

would  pause  before  it  decided  such  an  instrument  to  be  an 

assignment,  so  as  to  preclude  the  grantor  from  the  remedies 

given,  either  by  the  avowry  or  ejectment  statutes,  or  from  the 

operation  of  the  Irish  act  of  the  5  G.  2.  c.  4.  s.  4.  (4  G.  2.  Eng* 

c.  28.  $.  6.),  by  which  the  surrender  of  the  head-landlord  is 

made  effectual,  without  the  surrender  of  the  undertenants. 

The  opinion  which  I  give  in  this  case  is  of  course  confined 
to  the  question  arising  on  the  clause  which  gives  the  general 
avowry;  but  I  beg  not  to  be  considered  as  intimating  any 
doubt  on  the  question,  whether  a  person,  situated  as  the  avow- 
ant here  is,  can  be  considered  as  a  landlord,  within  the  mean* 
ing  of  the  great  body  of  remedial  acts  which  regulate  the  law 
of  ejectment  between  landlord  and  tenant,  or  as  attaching  any 
value  to  the  arguments  used  to  shew  that  a  landlord,  within 
these  acts,  must  be  clothed  with  the  attributes  belonging  to 
the  owner  of  a  seigniory,  according  to  the  strict  law  of  tenure. 
I  do  not  apprehend,  that  in  refusing  to  give  such  a  meaning  to 
the  term  **  landlord,"  we  are  liable  to  be  considered  as  ex- 
phuning  away  legal  meanings,  by  resorting  to  popular  significa- 
tions. In  the  first  section  of  this  very  act,  the  1 1  Ann,  c.  2.  is 
recited  and  amended,  and  in  that  the  term  *<  landlord"  is  used 
by  the  l^slature^  as  applicable  to  one  who  has  departed  with 

•  43  Ed,  9.  4. ;  it  it  a  mistake  fbr  45  Ed,  S.  8. 
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ISM.  hit  entire  interest.  It  previdee  that  a  tenant  ereriiolding  after 
the  determination  of  his  temiy  and  after  demand  hj  his.  hmd^i 
lovd,  shall  pay  double  rent  to  his  landlord,  or -to  such  person  to 
whom  the  immediate  reversion  of  such  lands,  expectant  on  the 
determination  of  such  leasei  shall  belong.  Now,  it  is  clear  thai 
such  immediate  reversion  could  not  belong  to  any  other  person 
than  the  landlord,  unless  the  interest  of  the  landlord  expired 
with  that  of  the  tenant.  It  does  nott  therefore,  seem  unreason* 
aUe  to  use  the  word»  in  the  remaining  sections  of  the  aet,  ia 
the  same  sense  in  which  the  legislature  has  eleariy  used  it  in 
the  first }  and  more  especially,  if  this  is  done  to  give  effect  to 
the  remedy  in  a  case  plainly  falling  within  the  mischief.  I 
think  also  that  I  am  somewhat  fortified  against  the  suppositton 
of  adopting  a  loose  and  popular  sense  of  the  term  **  landlord*" 
by  what  fell  from  Lord  Mansfield,  and  was  adopted  by  tlni 
Court  of  King's  Bench,  in  the  case  of  Fairdaim  (L  FowUr  v« 
ShanHideJ^  There  the  question  was  on  the  nMamog  of  the 
term  **  landlord^''  for  the  purpose  of  entitling  a  party  to  take 
defence  to  an  ejectment,  and  Lord  Mansfield  held,  that  a  per- 
son who  had  never  been  in  possession,  and  who  wished  to  try 
his  title,  as  upon  a  supposed  escheat,  against  a  person  elaiming 
as  heir,  although  he,  in  the  strict  sense  of  the  word,  was  not  a 
landlord,  was  yet  entitled,  as  such,  to  take  defence ;  it  being 
sufficient  that  he  claimed  in  privity  of  estate  with  the  person 
who  had  filled  that  character,  and  this  in  order  to  let  in  a  trial 
of  the  real  merits  of  the  case ;  and  I  feel  this  authority  the 
more  applicable,  as  it  related  to  the  use  of  the  term  in  the  sta- 
tute of  II  G.  2.  c.  19. f,  the  very  act  which  gives  the  general 
avowry  \  and  I  must  believe  that  Lord  Mansfield  would  have 
thought  himself  justified  in  giving  the  same  libeitel  construction 
to  the  same  term  occurring  in  another  section  of  the  same  act 
of  parliament. 

As  to  the  case  of  Brcian  v.  Bond  d.  The  Tfusiees  of  Dr* 
Siemens  Ckaritie$%^  it  might  be  sufficient  to  say  that  it  was  the 
case  of  an  ejectment  for  non-payment  of  rent  upon  a  grant  in 
fee,  and  therefore  not  governing  this  case;  but  I  think  it 
necessary  to  say,  that  I  do  not  hold  myself  bound  by  that  de- 
cision in  preference  to  the  opinion  expressed  by  the  majority  of 
the  twelve  Judges,  and  by  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  in  the 
cases  which  have  been  referred  to  in  the  argument ;  nor  does 
it  appear  to  me  by  any  means  clear,  that  that  question  was 
open  to  discussion  in  the  case  of  jSfrrne't  Charitietf  inasmuch 

•  2  Bunr.  1294^  1295.  1S0«.  f  m  12,  13.  t  Batty,  87.  n.  a. 
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M  the  jodgmeDt  id  the  prertous  ejectmeiH  €ae  non-pajnncBl  af  199^ 
rem  remaiQed  unrevened.  On  thb  latter  point  there  have 
been  opposite  dedstons  in  the  Courts  of  King's  Bench  and 
CommoD  Pteas.*  As  to  the  case  of  RanUm  ▼•  Newiomff  it 
waa  a  decision  on  the  effect  of  an  assignment  of  a  term  for 
yearsy  and|  therefore,  not  strictly  applicable  to  the  prcMnt 
case.  I  am  bound,  however,  consistently  with  the  argumenta 
I  have  osedy  to  deny  the  authority  of  Aat  case,  both  as  to  the 
admissibility  of  the  evidence  which  was  received,  and  as  to  the 
effect  allowed  to  it  when  receivied. 

In  difiering  hom  opinions  which  I  highly  respect,  it  is  a  great 
satisfaction  to  me»  that  in  affirming  the  judgment  of  the  Court 
of  Common  Pkas,  I  am  supported,  not  merely  by  the  opinion 
of  the  majority  of  that  Court,  and  by  the  repeatedly  expressed 
opinion  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  and  by  the  opinion  of  the 
magority  of  the  Judges  in  Hogan  v.  Fitxgerald%^  upon  the 
effect  of  a  grant  of  the  entire  interest,  with  reference  to  the 
ejectment  statutes ;  but  by  a  unanimous  and  deliberate  decision 
of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  in  the  case  of  c/aci  d,  Morrison 
V.  LMe,  in  the  year  1817,  when  Lord  Downes  was  Chief 
Justice.  § 

On  the  whole,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  judgment  of  the 
Court  of  Common  Pleas  ought  to  be  affirmed.  In  giving  that 
opinion,  I  am  sure  I  am  furthering  the  justice  of  the  case 
against  a  most  unrighteous  defence.  I  am  satisfied  that  I  am 
forwarding  the  object  of  the  act  of  parliament,  as  well  as  com-* 
plying  with  its  letter;  and  I  have  satisfied  myself  that  ray 
opinion  is  founded  on  dear  analogy  to  the  well  settled  princi- 
ples of  the  law,  and  on  authorities  directly  bearing  upon  the 
point. 

Bushe  C.J.  —  I  should  be  glad  I  could  abridge  the  opinioa 
which  I  have  to  deliver,  by  reference  to  the  judgments  of  these 
of  my  brethren,  with  whom,  in  the  result,  I  agree;  but  it  is 
impossible  for  me  to  do  so,  for  this  reason,  that  I  cannot  con« 
cur,  in  the  whole,  with  their  opinions.  The  case  has  been 
srgued  in  two  ways,  both  at  the  bar  and  on  the  bench :  1st,  as 
to  what  the  question  would  be  if  all  the  facts  of  the  ease  ap^ 
peared  upon  the  deed  of  1621 ;  and,  2dly,  as  to  their  effect  if 
proved  aliwide  :  and  on  the  first  of  these  questions,  I  have  the 
misfortune  to  differ  from  those  who  have  concurred  with  me 
upon  the  second. 

*  FUrBatty.ea    f  1  Huds.  &  Brooke,  7a    |  1  Hiida.ftBro.  nn.  1. 
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1829.  The  exact  question  on  this  record  appears  to  be.  Whether 

the  evidence  given  by  the  Plaintiff  is  conclusive  against  the  De« 
fendants  upon  the  Plaintiff's  plea  of  non  tenmt  f 

That  evidence  was  shortly  this, — that  the  lives  in  the  deed  of 
1821 9  under  which  the  Plaintiff  holds  the  lands,  are  the  same  as 
those  for  which  the  avowants  themselves  held  them  from  another 
person  at  the  time  of  executing  the  deed. 

I  decline  giving  any  opinion  upon  the  statutes  giving  and 
regulating  ejectments  for  non-payment  of  rent,  upon  which  ^ 
much  was  said  during  the  argument,  and  which  appear  to  me 
to  raise  a  distinct  question  from  that  which  we  are  here  to 
decide,  and  shall  confine  myself  to  a  consideration  of  what  is 
the  due  construction  of  the  statute  giving  the  general  avowry* 
25  G.  2.  Ir.  c  13.  s.  4.  (1 1  G.  2.  Eng.  c.  19.  i.  22.) ;  and  accord- 
ing to  my  view  of  the  question,  it  may  be  still  further  simplified 
by  excluding  from  consideration  the  arguments  used  upon  the 
words  of  the  avowry  now  before  us,  and  by  assuming,  that  in- 
stead of  its  being  alleged  that  the  Plaintiff  hM  as  tenant  by 
virtue  of  a  certain  demise,  the  avowant  had  averred,  in  the 
exact  words  of  the  statute,  and  according  to  the  precedent  in 
Haire  v.  lAoifd  *,  that  the  Plaintiff  enjoyed  the  premises  by 
virtue  of  a  certain  demise  at  a  rent. 

On  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff  it  has  been  argued,  1st,  that  the 
legal  effect  of  the  identity  of  the  lives  is  to  make  the  deed  of 
1821  an  assignment  of  the  grantors'  whole  interest  subject  to  a 
rent  charge ;  and,  2dly,  that  if  such  be  the  effect  of  it,  the 
plea  in  bar,  of  non  tenuity  is  supported  :  the  Plaintiff  not  having 
enjoyed  by  virtue  of  a  demise  at  a  rent.  On  the  part  of  the  De- 
fendants, besides  disputing  both  those  propositions,  it  has  been 
contended  as  a  preliminary  objection,  that  it  is  not  open  to  the 
Plaintiff  to  raise  those  questions ;  because,  having  executed  a 
deed,  purporting  to  be  a  lease,  and  containing  the  usual  cove- 
nants between  landlord  and  tenant,  he  is  not  at  liberty  to  con- 
trovert the  fact  of  that  man  being  his  landlord,  under  whom  be 
went  into  possession  on  the  terms  of  paying,  rent  according  to  a 
certain  leasee 

The  questions  raised  by  both  parties  are  capable  of  being 
looked  at  in  two  different  points  of  view: —  1st,  on  the  sup- 
position that  the  identity  of  the  Jives  appeared  on  the  face  of 
the  deed  upon  which  the  Defendants  relied  ;^2d]y,  on  the 
supposition  (which  is  the  fact  here)  that  it  appears  by  evidence 
aliunde  given  by  the  Plaintiff.  They  are  very  different  ques- 
tions, but  it  is  necessary  to  consider  both. 

•  1  Ridg.  P.  C.  384.     Vera.  &  S.  127*  8.  C. 
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The  Plaintiff's  counsel  have  relied  on  the  case  of  Bulpit  v.         1829. 
Clarke  *»  as  an  authority  for  this,  which,  as  a  general  propro- 
sition,  that  case  fully  establishes,  viz.  that  the  statute  giving  the 
general  avowry  does  not  extend  to  rents-charge.    It  is,  how- 
ever, observable,  that  ih  Bulpit  v.  Clarke^  the  avowry  was  made 
by  the  Defendant  for  a  rent-charge  in  terms — and  the  case 
does  not  enable  us  to  say  under  what  kind  of  rent-charge  the 
Defendants  avowed.    In  that  case,  the  argument  of  Serjeant 
Bayley  calls  the  attention  of  the  Court  to  a  distinction  between 
two  kinds  of  reHi$<harge^  one  of  which  he  contended  was  within 
the  words  of  the  statute,  and  the  other  not ;  one  (which  may  be 
called  an  express  rent^charge)  is  where  the  owner  of  an  estate 
grants  a  rent  issuing  out  of  the  estate  to  a  stranger  with  a  clause 
of  distress ;  this,  said  he,  is  a  rent-charge,  and  is  not  within  the 
statute,  for  the  grantor  of  the  rent-charge  does  not  enjoy  the 
land  under  any  grant  or  demise  from  the  grantee  of  the  rentii^ 
But  the  other,  which  may  be  called  a  constructive  rent-charge» 
is  where  the  original  owner  of  the  land  aliens  the  land  in  fee, 
reserving  a  rent  with  a  power  of  distress ;  this  also,  says  he,  is  a 
rent-charge,  because- since  the  statute  of  Q^ia  EmptoreSf  a  man 
cannot  grant  an  estate  to  be  holden  of  himself  in  fee,  and  con- 
sequently the  rent  cannot  be  a  rent -service,  and  yet  the  alienee 
enjoys  the  land  under  a  grant  under  the  alienor  to  whom  the 
rent  is  due,  which  brings  the  case  within  the  very  words  of  the 
statute  giving  the  general  avowry ;  and  it  is  to  be  observed, 
that  the  words  of  the  statute  do  not  require  that  the  premises 
should  be  ho/den  of  the  person  to  whom  the  rent  is  due,  since" 
the  word  used  is  not  holden^  but,  simply,  enjoyed. 

From  the  pleadings  in  Bulpit  v.  Clarke^  as  I  before  observed, 
it  does  not  appear  under  which  of  these  two  descriptions  of 
rent-charge  the  Defendant  avowed  ;  but  the  Court  take  notice 
of  Seijeant  Bayley's  distinction,  and  in  their  judgment  answer 
it  by  saying,  **  that  even  in  the  latter  case  the  land  cannot  be 
"  said  to  be  enjoyed  at  that  rent,  though  a  clause  of  distress 
**  might  be  inserted  in  the  deed."  If  the  nature  of  the  rent- 
charge  had  appeared,  perhaps  those  words  might  be  considered 
as  a  dictum  not  necessarily  called  for  by  the  case ;  but,  as  it  is, 
the  judgment  of  the  Court  roust  be  considered  to  be,  that  a 
general  avowry  under  the  statute  cannot  be  maintained  in  the 
case  of  a  rent-charge  of  either  kind,  because  in  that  case  it 
might  have  been  of  either  kind,  and  the  Court  decided,  that, 
whatever  was  the  nature  of  the  rent-charge,  the  avowry  could 
not  be  maintained ;  and  therefore,  if  this  were  the  case  of  a 

•  1  Bos.  &  P.  N.  R.  56. 
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1M9.  fee  farm  grant,  at  a  rent,  with  a  clause  of  distren,  I  should  Feel 
myself  coerced  by  that  authority  to  hold  such  a  rent-charge  is 
not  within  the  statute. 

But  when  we  look  at  the  reasoning  of  the  Judges  in  that 
case,  we  are  carried  further  than  the  exact  case  before  them. 
That  reasoDiBgy  so  Au*  as  it  applies  to  fee  farm  grants  with 
clauses  of  distress,  rests  in  terms  upon  this  proposition ; — that 
a  man  who  has  granted  his  whole  interest  cannot  be  said  to 
come  within  the  statute,  ue.  cannot  allege  that  his  grantee 
enjoys  the  land  under  a  grant  or  demise  at  a  rent ;  and  if  that 
be  the  true  principle,  it  is  not  easy  to  understand  how  the  grant 
of  an  estate  in  fee  simple  differs  in  principle  from  the  gt^ant  of 
a  man*s  entire  estate  of  any  other  kind. 

Upon  the  precise  case  now  before  us  (the  grant  of  an  estate 
pur  uutre  tiie)  I  am  not  aware  of  any  decision.  But  upon  the 
grant  of  the  entire  interest  in  a  term  for  years  there  are  two 
cases  which  deserve  consideration. —  The  first  of  these, 
▼.  Cooper  *^  has  been  treated  by  some  text  writers  as  inac- 
curately reported,  and  probably  is  so ; —  the  Court  is  repre- 
sented to  have  said,  **  that  there  is  no  such  thing  as  a  rent-seek, 
**  rent-service,  or  rent-charge  issuing  out  of  a  term  for  years;'* 
aad  it  was  argued  before  us,  for  the  Defendants,  that  the  case 
was  decided  upon  that  obsolete  principle,  and  therefore  could 
aot  govern  any  case  but  one  of  a  term  for  years.  But  the  pro- 
position attributed  to  the  Court  is  not  at  all  borne  out  by  the 
passages  referred  to  in  Brooke's  Abridgment,  and  the  Year 
Book  there  cited.  What  is  said  by  Finchden  in  E*  46  Edm.  8.  %• 
pi.  10.  (by  mistake  called  43  Ednn.  S.  4.  in  Wilson,)  is  only  Uiis, 
— ^Mf  I  have  only  a  term  for  years,  and  let  to  you  all  my  estate 
^  of  the  term  rendering  me  a  certain  rent,  I  believe  that  I 
**  cannot  distrain  if  the  rent  should  be  in  arrear ;"  and  for  that 
alone  the  Year  Book  is  cited  by  Brooke ;  and  the  proposition 
is  not  made  to  depend  on  the  interest  being  for  years,  but  upon 
the  fact  that  all  the  interest  was  granted,  and  no  reversion  was 
left:  and  that  the  law  was,  in  ancient  times,  held  to  be  the 
reverse  of  what  is  atated  in  Cooper's  case  in  Wilson  appears 
from  the  Year  Book,  2  £ifto.4.  1 1.  pi.  2.  In  that  case  a  termor 
for  eighty  years  subdemised  for  fifteen  years,  reserving  rent, 
and  distrained  for  that  rent.  Littleton,  who  was  counsel  in  the 
cause,  said,  **  It  seems  that  he  cannot  distrain  on  account  of 
**  this  reversion,  for  he  has  no  reversion  except  the  reversion 
*^  of  a  chattel :  *'  But  Moile  J.  answered  him,  —  *<  It  is  well 
**  enough ;  but  if  he  had  granted  all  his  term  rendering  rent 

•  9  Will.  375. 
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<<  it  would  be  othenrifle."    This  is  conftutent  with  the  sectbok 

of  Littleton  (21 S,  214^  816,  817.)  cited  in  the  present  srgu- 

ment;  and  Sir  Edward  Coke's  Commentaries  upon  them :  and 

tlie  principie  of  Uie  common  law  aeeras  to  have  been  this*  -^ 

that  di$treu  m  not  inddeni  to  a  grant  of  land  with  the  resenr« 

ation  of  an  annual  or  periodical  sum^  where  there  is  no  re* 

▼ersioa  $  that  where  there  is  a  rerersion  of  any  kindy  the  rent 

tesonrod  is  retU^  properly  so  called,  or  rent^erffke^  having  dis* 

tress  ineident  to  it ;  where  there  is  no  reversion,  but  a  clause  of 

disCress  is  inserted  in  the  deed,  it  is  a  rent*charge%  granted,  as 

it  were,  by  the  grantee  of  the  land  to  the  grantor;  and  where 

tiiere  is  no  dause  of  distress  reserved  by  the  indenture,  it  is  a 

rttU^9eeki  which  at  common  law  did  not  enable  the  grantee  to 

distrain^  hat  left  him  to  his  action  on  the  contract,  by  force  of 

which  alone  it  was  due ;  and  such  continued  to  be  the  law  until 

the  11  Ann*  Ir.  c.2.  $.1.  {^G.2.Eng^  c.28.  «•  15.,  enacted 

aome  years  bcibre  the  case  in  Wilson  was  decided,)  which  ens- 

powered  all  persons  to  distrain  lor  rent-seek,  according  to  the 

Eoglish  act,  '<  as  in  the  case  of  rent  reserved  upon  lease  :'**--- 

the  words  of  the  Irbh  act  are,  **  as  in  cmses  ofrent^ekafgei^" 

The  cue  in  Wilson  is  also  imperFectly  reported  in  not 
slating  the  nature  of  the  instrument  which  is  oalled  an  assign* 
meat^  Had  that  assignment  been  by  indenture,  the  rent  re- 
served would  have  been  a  retd-seck^  which  could  have  been 
distrained  for  under  the  recent  statute  i  and  the  language  of 
the  Conrt,  '*  that  the  avowant  could  not  distraioy  bat  must 
**  bring  his  action  on  the  contract,"  would,  in  my  opioioay 
ckariy  be  wrong,  as  appears  from  the  authorities  collected  by 
the  editor  of  Freeman's  Law  Reporu  (edit.  Id26.),  in  a  note 
to  Floyd  V.  LangfiMy  p.  218.  The  decision  then  must  be 
simply  this,  —  that  the  avowant  could  not  distrain  as  for  a  rent- 
chwge,  there  being  no  dause  of  distress ;  nor  for  rent-seek, 
there  bdns  no  reservation  by  indenture ;  ner  for  rentHMrvice, 
there  being  no  reversion  to  which  it  could  be  incident. 

The  same  result  will  follow,  with  less  difficulty,  from  a  con- 
sideration of  ParmenUr  v.  Webber  ^y  because  in  that  case  the 
rent  certainly  was  not  reserved  by  indenture,  and  besides,  the 
mawTj  was  plainly  general  aoder  the  statute.  In  that  case, 
.lao^  the  decision  was,  that  the  avowant  could  not  distrain  .*  and, 
in  both,  the  Court  decided  that  distress  is  not  inddent  to  a  re- 
servation of  rent  upon  a  grant  of  a  man's  entire  interest  in  a 
term  for  years.    In  ndther  case^  however,  is  the  question 


*  8  Tuba,  593.    a  J.  B.  Hoore,  656. 
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18139.  decided,  which  was  before  the  King's  Bench  in  Ireland,  in 
Rankin  v.  Newsam*^  and  which  arose  upon  the  grant  by  a 
termor  for  years  of  his  whole  interest,  by  an  indenture  reserving 
rent,  with  a  clause  of  distress ;  that  is,  whether,  admitting  that 
the  avowant  was  entitled  to  ditirain^  a  general  avowry  under 
the  statute  could  be  maintained  ? . 

It  is  not  necessary  to  consider  what  would  have  been  the 
efect  of  a  reservation  of  rent  by  indenture,  without  a  elapse  of 
distress,  because  both  in  this  case,  and  in  Rankin  v.  Newsam, 
there  was  a  clause  qfdistresSf  and  upon  that  state  of  facts  there 
is  no  decided  English  authority ;  and  we  have  only  what  is  fur- 
nished by  an  analogy  to  the  case  of  Bulpit  v.  Clarke.  But  that 
analogy  seems  perfect,  unless  a  sound  distinction  can  he  estab- 
lished between  a  fee  farm  grant  and  the  assignment  of  a  term 
for  years.  The  cases  as  to  terms  for  years  were  certainly  not 
decided  (as  was  erroneously  inferred  from  the  case  in  Wilson) 
upon  any  thing  peculiar,  to  that  class  of  interests ;  and  the 
judgment  of  the  Court  in  Bulpit  v.  Clarke  is  in  terms  rested 
upon  a  principle  common  to  both,  viz.  that  '*  the  act  was  not 
**  meant  to  apply  to  a  rent-charge,  which  does  not  issue  out  of 
*^  the  land  as  service ;"  and  from  both  I  infer  that  which  was 
decided  in  Rankin  v*  Newsam,  viz.  that  no  man  who  grants  his 
whole  estate  in  fee,  or  in  a  term  for  years  by  indenture,  reserv- 
ing rent  with  a  clause  of  distress,  can  avow  generally  under  the 
statute  for  a  distress  taken  by  htm.  It  remains,  therefore,  to 
be  considered,  what  the  law  is  in  the  case  now  before  us,  t.  e. 
of  a  man  seised  pur  autre  vie  granting  his  whole  estate  by. in- 
denture, reserving  rent,  with  a  clause  of  distress,  and  whether 
such  a  case  can  be  distinguished  from  those  which  I  have  been 
considering. 

In  arguing  this  part  of  the  case,  the  counsel  for  the  Plaintiff 
contended,  that  as  estates  pur  autre  vie  were  not  within  the 
statute  of  Quia  Emptores,  they  were  not  affected  by  it :  that 
the  law  in  this  respect  as  to  fee  simple  estates  was  merely  by 
force  of  that  statute,  which  is  confined  to  them;  and  that 
although  the  grant  of  a  man's  fee  simple  estate  to  another 
in  fee  simple  charged  with  a  rent,  even  though  there  be  a 
clause  of  distress,  leaves  no  estate  or  reversion  in  the  grantor, 
but  gives  him  merely  a  rent*charge  on  the  estate  of  the  grantee^ 
as  if  the  rent  was  granted  to  him  by  the  grantee  of  the  estate, 
yet  that  estates  pur  autre  vie  continue  to  be  as  before  the 
statute.    Supposing  that  to  be  correctly  stated,  it  remains 

•  1  Huds.  &  Brooke,  7a 
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however,  to  be  considered,  what  was  the  law  in  that  respect  as  18S1. 
to  sach  estates  before  the  statute.*  Upon  the  operation  of 
tliat  statute,  and  the  state  of  the  law  before  it  was  passed, 
there  is  a  good  summary  of  the  authorities  and  principles  in 
Watkins  on  Descentif  p. 4*  The  result  is  this:  in  fee-simple 
estates,  before  the  statute,  after  a  grant  in  fee-simple,  there 
was  a  seigniory  and  tenure  between  the  grantor  and  grantee, 
which  grew  out  of  the  peculiar  nature  of  a  fee-simple  estate,  by 
▼irtue  of  which  if  A.,  seised  in  fee,  granted  to  B.  and  his  heirs, 
A.  would  have  been  entitled  to  the  land  itself  on  the  failure  of 
the  heirs  of  B.,  and  that  escheat  was  considered  as  a  reversion ; 
and  if  upon  a  grant  of  that  nature  a  rent  was  reserved,  that 
rent  was  considered  as  a  rent-service  incident  to  that  reversion ; 
and,  therefore,  the  Plaintiff's  counsel  in  the  present  case  have 
been  obliged  to  contend,  that  in  the  case  of  a  grant  of  a  man's 
whole  interest  in  an  estate  pur  autre  vie^  to  another  and  his 
heirs,  a  similar  reversionary  interest  would  remain  in  the 
grantor,  because  the  special  occupant,  i.  e,  the  heirs  of  the 
grantee,  might  fail.  But,  that,  in  such  a  case,  the  lands  would 
revert  to  the  grantor,  is  a  proposition  in  support  of  which  no 
authority  has  been  cited,  and  unless  that  be  assumed,  the  found- 
ation of  the  argument  must  give  way.  Whether,  before  the 
statute  of  frauds,  such  a  failure  of  the  special  occupants  would 
have  made  a  case  of  common  occupancy,  is  a  question  mooted 
in  a  note  to  the  case  of  Jones  v.  GoodchiUfj  and  the  case  of 
Jtmson  V.  Lord  LexingionX  seems  expressly  to  decide  that  a 
tenant  pur  autre  viV,  granting  his  whole  interest  to  another  and 
his  heirs,  has  no  reversion.  I  cannot,  therefore,  discover  any 
thing  in  the  freehold  nature  of  the  estate  inconsistent  with  the 
general  principle,  that,  after  the  grant  of  a  man's  entire  interest 
b  lands,  the  grantee  does  not  hold  under  the  grantor ;  a  prin- 
ciple which  has  been  acted  upon  in  England,  in  the  cases  of 
Bulpii  V.  Clarke^  in  the  case  in  Wilson,  and  in  Parmenter  v. 
WMerf  and  lately,  in  Ireland,  in  Rankin  v.  Netosam.  That 
such  is  the  principle  as  to  fee-simple  estates,  is  not  disputed  ; 
that  such  is  the  principle  as  to  estates  for  years,  I  have  en- 
deavonred  to  shew ;  and  I  cannot  understand  that  there  is  any 
sound  distinction  which  can  prevent  the  application  of  it  to 
estates  pur  autre  vie. 

It  has,  however,  been  argued  that  the  English  cases  cannot 
govern  this,  as  the  statutes  giving  the  general  avowry  are  not 
the  same  in  both  countries ;  and  we  are,  therefore,  to  consider 
whether  there  is  any  such  difference  between  the  Irish  statute, 

♦  85  G.  2.  c.  IS.  t  S  P.  WiU.SS.  \   I  P.  Will.  655. 
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18S1*  and  the  English  on  the  same  subject^  as  will  call  for  a  decision 
of  the  question  before  ns  different  from  the  adjudications  in 
England.  There  are  differences,  but>  in  my  opinioni  none  that 
affect  this  question. 

The  English  statute  mentions  rent,  (in  the  singular  number,) 
quit-rents,  heriots,  and  other  services,  which  yeordsj  (i.  e.  quit* 
rents,  heriots,  and  other  services,)  are  not  included  in  the  Irish* 
Upon  that  statute,  (the  English,)  the  construction  has  been 
strict,  and,  as  appears  from  the  several  cases  cited  in  the  argu- 
ment, the  word  rent  has  been  interpreted  to  mean  rent  reserved 
to  a  person  having  a  reversion,  while  upon  the  other  words 
which  follow,  it  has  been  held  that  a  heriot  custom  is  not 
within  the  statute,  but  only  heriot  service,  although  it  was  con- 
tended  for  the  avowant  that  it  was  within  the  equity  and  meaning 
of  it,  though  not  within  the  words,  JJoyd  v.  Winton.  * 

In  the  Irish  act  the  words  quit^renU^  heriots^  and  other  ser- 
viceSf  are  not  found,  and  when  it  comes  to  state  what  the 
Defendant  may  allege  in  his  avowry,  in  addition  to  the  words 
in  the  English  act,  which  are,  **  enjoyed  the  same  under  a  grant 
**  or  demise"  the  Irish  act  has  the  following  words  —  *'  or 
**  article,  minute  or  contract  in  writing." —  There  is  no  other 
difference.  This  clearly  introduces  into  the  act  a  class  of 
cases,  in  which  the  legal  relation  between  landlord  and  tenant 
does  not  exist ;  and  if  I  could  give  to  those  words  the  meaning 
of,  any  article*  minute  or  contract  in  writing  ascertaining  any 
kind  of  renty  I  might  find  myself  justified  in  giving  to  the  Irish 
statute  a  more  free  construction  than  has  been  given  to  the 
English ;  but  when  I  look  to  the  preamble  of  the  section  in 
the  Irish  act,  which  recites  the  necessity  for  the  alteration  in 
the  law,  I  cannot  give  to  those  words  any  other  meaning,  than 
that  land,  enjoyed  under  an  equitable  contract  for  a  l^al  de^ 
misef  shall,  for  the  purposes  of  this  act,  be  considered  as  land 
actually  held  under  a  legal  demise.  That  preamble  states, 
that  —  *'  avowries  or  conusance  upon  distresses  for  rent  cannot, 
<<  as  the  law  now  stands,  be  made  upon  such  articles,  minutes, 
**  or  contracts  as  ajbresaid,  notwithstanding  there  hath  been  an 
«  ejectment  under  the  same,  and  the  rent  ascertained  by  such 
'*  articles,  minutes,  or  contracts."  The  word  such  refers  to  the 
previous  section,  the  third ;  which  again  refers  to  the  second, 
in  which  the  words  are  •»  **  whereas  several  lands,  tenements, 
'<  and  hereditaments,  in  divers  parts  of  this  kingdom^  are  en- 
"  joyed  under  articles,  minutes,  or  contracts  in  writing, 
^*  whereby  the  rent  payable  for  the  same  is  ascertained,  but 

•  2  WUs.  S8. 
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**  the  said  articles^  minutes,  or  contracts,  do  not  contain  an        1831. 

**  actual  demise"    These  words  satisfy  me,  that  the  only  legal 

effect  of  this  difference  between  the  two  statutes  is,  to  put 

legal  demises,  and  equitable  contracts  Jbr  legal  demisesj  upon        Dioen. 

the  same  footing,  and  that  no  distinction  can  be  made  in  the 

interpretation  of  these  enactments. 

There  is,  however,  a  provision  in  the  section  in  the  Irish  act, 
which  immediately  follows  that  upon  which  the  question  has 
been  raised  as  to  the  meaning  of  the  word  **  rent,"  which  ap- 
pears to  exclude  from  it  the  cases  of  fee-farm  rents,  and  rents- 
charge.  The  fourth  section,  by  which  the  general  avowry  is 
given,  only  uses  the  word  rentf  but  the  fidh,  which  directs  the 
manner  in  which  distresses  shall  be  disposed  of,  commences  in 
the  following  words :  '*  And  whereas  the  manner  in  which  dis- 
**  tresses  taken  for  rent-services,  fee-farm  rents,  or  rent'charge 
**  have  been  often  di^osed  of,  have  occasioned  troublesome 
'*  and  vexatious  suits,  be  it  enacted,*'  &c.  Now,  if,  in  the 
fourth  section,  **  rent"  means  ant  kind  of  rent^  why  should  it 
be  necessary  m  the  fifth,  to  distinguish  the  several  kinds  from 
each  other  ? 

It  seems  to  me  a  fair  inference  from  this  difference,  that  the 
legislature,  in  giving  the  general  avowry,  confined  the  enact- 
ment to  such  descriptions  of  rent  as  would  exclude  those  on 
fee-farm  grants  and  rents- charge :  but  in  providing  against  the 
abuses  practised  upon  property  distrained,  (which  is  a  mischief 
common  to  all  kinds  of  distraining,)  extended  the  remedy  to 
other  kinds  of  rent,  (including  those  on  fee-farm  grants,  and 
rents-charge,)  that  might  be  distrained  for. 

If  the  comparison  of  these  two  sections  warrants  the  infer- 
ence I  have  drawn  from  them,  then  the  language  of  the  Irish 
statute  will  accord  with  the  interpretation  I  have  given  to  the 
case  of  BvlpH  v.  Clarke^  viz.  that  the  decision  extends  to  fee- 
farm  rents,  with  clause  of  distress,  as  well  as  to  express  rents* 
charge,  in  excluding  both  equally  from  the  operation  of  the 
statute  giving  the  general  avowry,  and  the  decision  in  the 
one  country,  and  the  statute  in  the  other,  will  speak  a  common 
language. 

The  power  of  landlords  to  distrain  is  not  abridged  by  this 
construction,  as  was  urged  in  the  argument,  nor  is  any  narrow 
or  technical  meaning  given  to  the  word  ''  rent."  Since  the 
statute  of  Arnie,  enabling  parties  to  distrain  for  rents-seek, 
rents  of  assize  and  chief  rents,  all  kinds  of  rent  may  be  dis- 
trained for ;  but  the  question  is  not  for  what  rent  you  can 
distrain,  but  on  the  right  to  avow  generallyi  which  is  a  different 
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18S1.  question^  unless  it  be  assumed  that  the  right  to  avonr  generally 
exists  in  all  cases  of  rent  which  may  be  distrained  for.  I  know 
of  no  authority  for  that  position ;  the  statute  25  G.  2.*  in  tta 
terms,  is  confined  to  those  who  can  truly  allege — *'  that  the 
"  locus  in  quo  was  enjoyed,  at  the  rent  distrained  for,  by  the 
**  plaintiff  in  replevin,  or  other  tenant  of  the  lands,  under  a 
*'  grant  or  demise,  or  article,'  minute  or  contract  in  writing  ;'* 
and  the  enquiry  must  always  turn  round  to  this, — can  land  be 
said  to  be  so  enjoyed,  which  has  been  granted  for  the  whole 
interest  of  the  grantor  ?  which  is  the  very  question  discussed 
and  decided  in  Bulpit  v.  Clarke^  an  authority  upon  which  I 
think  Rankin  v.  Nervsam,  in  this  respect,  was  rightly  decided, 
and  which  I  think  governs  the  question  which  I  have  been 
discussing. 

The  question  which  next  opens  in  this  case  is,  whether  the 
rent  reserved  in  the  deed  of  1821,  (supposing  the  identity  of 
the  lives  to  appear  on  the  face  of  it,)  is  a  rent-charge  within 
the  meaning  of  Bulpit  v.  Clarke;  in  considering  which,  it  is 
material  to  observe,  that  the  deed  of  1821  is  not  merely  such 
an  instrument  as  Serjt.  Bayley  alluded  to,  passing  the  entire 
interest  of  the  grantor,  and  reserving  a  rent  with  a  clause  of 
distress,  but  is,  in  its  form,  a  perfect  demise,  with  every  cove-' 
nant  usual  between  landlord  and  tenant,  and,  amongst  others, 
one  to  deliver  up  the  premises  in  repair  at  the  expiration,  or 
sooner  determination  of  the  demise ;  and  no  one  who  looked 
at  it  without  considering  the  identity  of  the  lives,  could  doubt 
that  it  was  a  demise,  or  conjecture  that  it  was  analogous  to  a 
fee-farm  grant,  or  that  it  passed  the  grantor's  whole  interest  c 
in  other  words,  it  is  not  an  express  assignment,  but  if  an  assign- 
ment at  all,  a  constructive  one  by  operation  of  law  upon  an 
instrument  which  the  parties  (it  would  appear)  intended  to  be 
a  demise;  and  in  this  respect  it  is  distinguishable  from  the 
case  in  Wilson,  in  which  the  assignment  appears  to  have  been 
express.  On  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  it  has  been  argued,  that  if 
the  grantor  were  obliged  to  plead  such  a  deed,  he  would  be 
obliged  to  plead  it  according  to  its  legal  operation,  which  he 
would  not  be  at  liberty  to  controvert ;  and  which  the  grantee 
would  not  be  estopped  from  alleging,  inasmuch  as  it  appeared 
on  the  face  of  the  deed ;  and  upon  which  the  court  would  be 
bound  to  act.  But  this  reasoning  assumes,  that  the  necessary 
consequence  of  a  man's  granting  his  whole  interest  (be  it  what 
it  may)  is  to  make  his  grant  operate  as  an  assignment,  and  the 
case  of  Poulteney  v.  Holmes  *  certainly  shows,  that  such  a 

*  1  Stra.  504. 
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proposition  would  not  universally  be  true,  for  in  that  case,  a  1881  • 
demise  by  parol  at  a  rent,  for  a  man's  whole  interest  (which 
was  for  one  year  and  a  half),  was  held  not  to  be  an  assign- 
ment, but  a  lease ;  and  the  reporter,  who  was  counsel,  «aid 
in  his  argument,  **  that  it  was  a  lease  because  the  rent  was 
**  reseryed  to  the  grantor,  and  not  to  the  head  landlord.**  If 
we  are  at  liberty  to  push  that  decision  to  all  its  consequences, 
and  to  suppose  that  it  was  decided  on  that  ground,  it  would 
follow,  that  if  that  grant  for  a  year  and  a  half  had  been  by  in- 
denture, it  would  still  be  a  demise,  and  not  an  assignment, 
although  the  whole  interest  was  granted :  but  that  case  was 
afterwards  considered  in  Palmer  v.  Edwards,  reported  in  a  note 
in  Douglas,  187.,  and  well  observed  upon  in  2  Preston's  Con* 
veyancing,l2^,f  and  Mr.  Justice  Buller  rests  its  authority  on 
this  principle,  that  what  could  not  be  supported  as  an  assign- 
ment (being  by  parol,  and  contrary  to  the  statute  of  frauds), 
should  be  valid  as  an  underlease,  which,  as  it  was  for  less  than 
three  years,  was  good  under  the  statute ;  and  notwithstanding 
the  case  in  Strange,  it  was  accordingly  determined  in  Palmer 
V.  Edwards,  that  an  instrument  which  passed  the  whole  interest 
of  the  grantor,  although  it  reserved  the  rent  to  him,  should  be 
considered  an  assignment.  Therefore,  in  the  present  case, 
unless  the  deed  of  ]  821  could  not  operate  as  an  assignment, 
(which,  is  not  pretended),  the  case  of  Poulteney  v.  Holmes, 
afibrds  no  reason  for  considering  it  a  lease  ;  and  it  will  be  re- 
collected, that  in  Parmenter  v.  Webber,  although  the  intention 
of  the  parties  to  make  an  underlease  was  manifest,  and  acted 
^pon,  yet  the  fact  of  the  whole  interest  being  granted,  was  held 
decisive  of  the  instrument  being  an  assignment. 

The  result  of  the  opinions  which  I  have  formed  and  stated 
is  this :  that  if  the  identity  of  the  lives  in  the  two  deeds  ap- 
peared upon  the  deed  of  1821,  (as  it  did  in  the  case  of  Palmer 
r. Edwards,)  I  should  consider  that  the  Judge  at  Nisi  Prius 
ought  to  have  directed  a  verdict  for  the  Plaintiff,  and  of  course, 
that  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  ought  to  be 
reversed ;  but  I  am  now  brought  to  the  consideration  of  a  cir- 
cumstance which  distinguishes  this  case,  and  also  Rankin  v. 
Newsam,  from  all  the  English  decisions  ;  and  that  is,  that  the 
fact  relied  upon  does  not  appear  upon  the  instrument,  but  is 
established  by  evidence  aliunde. 

The  use  made  of  the  distinction  I  have  alluded  to  is,  not  to 
influence  the  construction  of  the  deed  of  1821',  but  to  bring 
into  question  the  right  of  the  Plaintiff  to  insist  upon  any  other 
construction  of  it  than  that  which,  independently  of  extrinsic 
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183 1.  facUi  would  be  the  due  construction  of  the  indenture  itself 
which  he  has  sealed  and  delivered.  With  that  view  the  De- 
fendants' counsel,  both  in  Rankin  v.  Nemaniy  and  in  this  cascy 
have  urged  an  argument  which  has  much  pressed  on  my  inindy 
and  which,  I  think,  has  not  been  answered  satisfactorily, 
namely,  that  the  lessee  having  acknowledged  the  avowants  to 
be  his  landlords  by  the  deed  of  1821,  the  Plaintiff,  his  assignee, 
isy  upon  legal  principles,  disentitled  from  insisting  upon  the 
evidence  given  by  him.  It  may  be  said,  that  on  this  record, 
this  argument  is  not  open  to  the  Defendants,  inasmuch  as  they 
did  not  object  to  the  reception  of  the  evidence,  but  only  to  the 
effect  of  it.  I  think,  however,  they  may  now  be  considered  as 
having  objected  to  its  admissibility. 

This  part  of  the  Defendants'  argument  raises  a  question  upon 
which  the  English  authorities,  which  have  been  cited,  afford 
no  assistance,  and  which  appears  to  me  as  new  as  it  is  im- 
portant. In  the  decisions  in  Englandf  the  rent*charge  has  been 
either  expressly  created  by  deed,  or  has  been  held  to  be  the 
legal  operation  of  the  deed,  construed  by  what  appears  on  the 
face  of  it,  by  virtue  of  an  actual  assignment  of  the  entire 
interest,  and,  except  the  late  decision  of  the  Court  of  King's 
Bench  in  Ireland,  Rankin  v.  Newsam^  I  am  not  aware  of  any 
case  in  which  a  party  who  has  entered  into  a  deedt  which, 
looked  at  by  itself,  can  have  no  possible  operation  but  as  a 
demise,  has  been  allowed,  by  evidence  aliunde^  to  prove  a  set 
of  facts,  which,  if  they  appeared  upon  the  deed,  might  make 
it  operate  as  an  assignment  of  the  whole  estate  of  the  grantor. 
If  this  be  permitted,  the  contract  between  the  parties  will  be 
materially  altered.  That  contract,  in  its  formation,  was  founded 
upon  the  supposition  of  a  reversion  in  the  grantor,  and  carried 
with  it  all  the  remedies  and  advantages  which,  either  by  com- 
mon or  statute  law,  are  incident  to  the  existence  of  a  reversion; 
but,  in  its  altered  state*  will  make  the  grantor  of  the  land 
merely  the  grantee  of  a  rent^hargCf  not  entitled  to  the  general 
avowry  under  the  statute,  deprived  (as  has  been  argued)  of  the 
right  to  bring  an  ejectment  for  non-payment  of  rent,  and 
thrown  back  upon  all  the  inconveniences  from  which  several 
statutes  have  been  enacted  to  relieve  landlords.  These  in- 
conveniences not  only  must  arise,  but  for  the  very  purpose 
of  producing  them,  the  right  to  make  this  defence  is  insisted 
upon. 

The  law  of  estoppel,  which  has  been  discussed  during  the 
argument,  ought  to  be  looked  at  witli  a  view  to  the  principles 
of  reason  and  justice  on  which  it  is  founded,  and  when  it  is 
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said  thai  a  man  is  estopped  from  averring  even  the  truth        1891. 
against  his  own  deed,  the  jastice  of  not  allowing  him  to  con- 
trovert his  own  contract,  for  the  purpose  of  violating  it,  is 
obvirus.    When  an  exception  is  stated  to  the  general  rule,  vis. 
that  there  is  no  estoppel  where  the  truth  appears  on  the  deed, 
it  is  clear  that  the  man  is  not  contradicting  his  deed,  but  shew- 
ing what  it  is,  by  insisting  on  its  true  construction  ;  and,  there- 
fore, rather  is  beyond  the  rule,  that  within  an  exception  to 
it,  because  he  submits  to  be  bound  by  the  contract  as  it  is, 
but  only  questions,  what*  upon  the  face  of  it,  is  its  due 
interpretation  ? 

This  leads  to  the  consideration  of  another  rule,  which  occurs 
when  the  party  seeks  to  explain  the  contract  by  matter  ex« 
trinsic  of  the  deed ;  he  may  do  so,  provided  that  he  does  not 
insist  that  no  interest  passed  to  him,  for  that  would  be  a  direct 
repudiation  of  his  own  deed ;  but,  admitting  that  an  interest 
has  passed  by  the  deed,  he  is  at  liberty  to  shew,  aliwidef  what 
that  interest  is. 

That  is  the  exception  to  the  rule  for  which  Trepori*s  case  * 
has  always  been  cited,  and  which  no  one  can  deny  to  be  a 
legal  principle  established  by  the  highest  authority;  but  it 
remains  to  be  considered  what  is  the  application  of  that  prin« 
ciple,  both  to  cases  of  strict  estoppel,  and  to  those  cases 
between  landlord  and  tenant  which  are  governed  by  an  ana- 
logy to  the  law  of  estoppel.  The  application  of  that  prin- 
dple  cannot  be  discovered  from  Treports  case  itself,  because 
in  that  case  no  question  of  estoppel,  as  between  the  plaintiff 
and  defendant  arose,  or,  from  the  facts  of  the  case,  could 
have  arisen;  and  in  the  report  of  the  same  case,  by  Pop* 
kam  f ,  (the  Chief  Justice  then  on  the  bench,)  under  another 
name,  {King  v.  Bury  and  Palmer^)  no  mention  is  made  of 
any  thing  on  the  subject  of  estoppel.  The  discussion,  there* 
finre,  on  eskoppel,  given  by  Sir  Edward  Coke,  must  have  been 
incidental,  and  probably,  by  way  of  illustration,  suggesting 
how  the  case  might  be,  if  one  of  the  parties  to  the  lease  in 
ejectione  Jimue  had  insisted  on  an  estoppel:  but  be  it  as  it 
may,  the  proposition  when  stated  by  Sir  Edward  Coke  as  a 
resolution,  has  ail  the  authority  of  the  most  express  decision, 
and  has  ever  since  been  accepted  as  such,  and  cannot  be 
doubted.  It  must,  however,  be  received  only  as  an  abstract 
maxim,  because  the  case  in  which  it  was  announced  did  not 
afford  the  means  of  applying  it,  that  Case  being  merely  this, 

•  6  Co.  14.  b.  t  Poph*  57. 
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1881.  that  a  Defendant  in  ejedione  JimuB^  who  stood  on  his  pos- 
session, defeated  the  lessor  of  the  Plaintiff  by  shewing  that  the 
proofs  made  on  the  trial  did  not  support  the  title  stated  in  the 
declaration. 

There  are  two  meanings  which  may  be  given  to  this  maxim. 
Either  that  where  an  interest  passes,  a  party  is  at  liberty  to 
shew,  that,  the  moment  of  the  execution  of  the  deedf  that  in- 
terest was  such  as  would  not  bind  him  to  the  stipulations  he 
had  entered  into,  or  else  that,  consistently  with  what  appears 
on  the  deed,  his  obligations  are  at  an  end  by  the  termination 
or  dissolution  of  the  contract,  in  consequence  of  something 
which  has  subsequently  occurred :  in  other  words  that  he  may 
shew  that  his  own  obligations  have  ceased,  because  his  grantor's 
title  to  make  the  grant  has  expired,  but  cannot  shew  that  they 
never  existed. 

I  have  not  been  able  to  find  any  case  in  which  the  principle 
has  been  acted  upon,  in  the  first  of  these  senses,  or  in  which 
a  tenant  has  been  allowed  to  controvert  his  landlord's  title,  so 
long  as  that  title  existed,  so  as  to  absolve  himself  from,  or 
qualify  his  own  stipulations :  but  the  second  of  those  views  is 
supported  by  every  decision  I  can  find  on  the  subject,  and  the 
strong  language  of  Mr.  Serjeant  Nares  in  Brudnell  v.  Ro- 
berts *,  which  was  adopted  by  the  whole  court,  expresses  the 
principle  which  I  think  governs  all  the  decisionf  on  the  sub- 
ject, particularly  England  d,  Sybum  v.  Sladef^  Blake  v. 
Foster  J,  and  Parker  v.  Manning,  § 

Being  the  last  to  give  my  opinion,  I  do  not  feel  myself  at 
liberty  to  go  minutely  through  those  and  other  cases  on  the 
same  subject,  which  have  been  already  discussed.  The  best 
consideration  I  can  give  them  satisfies  me,  that  although  if  an 
interest  passed  there  is  no  estoppel  against  showing  that  it  is 
at  an  end,  yet,  while  the  title  of  the  landlord,  {such  as  it  toas 
thejirst  dayt)  continues  unexpired,  the  tenant  is  not  at  liberty 
to  allege  it  to  be  different  from  what,  by  his  own  stipulations, 
he  has  recognised  it  to  be ;  that  opinion  seems  to  me  agree- 
able to  justice  and  reason,  reconcileable  with  many  authorities, 
and  not  contradicted  by  any.  Indeed,  it  appears  to  me  that 
the  words  of  Sir  Edward  Coke  in  Treport*B  case,  point  to  that 
distinction,  because,  although  he  states  in  general  terms  that 
where  a  deed  enures  by  passing  an  interest,  there  shall  be 
no  conclusion,   he  follows  those  words  by  this  illustration, 

•  S  Wils.  144.  t  4  Dumf.  &  E.  682. 
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**  no  more  Chan  the  lease  for  years  of  lessee  for  life^  by  deed     '   18dl« 
**  indented,  shall  be  an  estoppel  after  his  death"  which  seems 
to  me  only  another  way  of  stating  that  a  tenant  by  indenture 
is  not  estopped  from  showing  that  his  landlord's  interest  has 
expired. 

During  the  argument,  the  case  of  Gorman  v.  Hanlon  *,  de- 
cided in  the  Court  of  Exchequer  in  Ireland,  in  Hilary  term 
1826,  was  referred  to  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff,  as  being 
inconsistent  with  the  distinction  which  I  have  been  suggesting ; 
but  I  have  looked  into  the  record  in  that  case,  and  it  appears 
to  me  to  support  the  opinion  I  entertain.    The  Plaintiff  brought 
an  action  of  covenant  for  rent,  as  surviving  lessor,  against  the 
lessee,  and  the  Deft^ndant  pleaded  that  the  indenture  was  the 
grant  of  the  deceased  lessor,  and  the  confirmation  of  the 
I^aintiff,  and  that  the  deceased  lessor  by  indenture  released  - 
the  rent.     A  demurrer  to  the  plea  was  overruled,  and  the  Court 
gave  judgment  for  the  Defendant.     This  decision  established 
that  the  Defendant  was  >|)ot  estopped  from  insisting  on  that 
defence,  and,  as  it  appears  to  me,  on  this  principle,  that  the 
Defendant  did  not  controvert  the  grant  as  it  stood  u>hen  made^ 
but  alleged  that  it  had  a  legal  operation  consistent  wiUi  all  the 
stipulations  entered  into  by  the  lessee;  and  that  subsequent 
•vents  had  put  an  end  to  the  right  of  the  Plaintiff  to  insist  on 
those  stipulations.     That  defence  admitted  the  tenant's  liability 
to  his  contract  with  the  deceased  lessor,  and  confessing  that, 
avoided  it  by  showing  a  release  and  discharge  from  him ;  which 
is  very  different  from  the  case  now  before  us.     The  learned 
Barons  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  know,  better  than  I  can, 
the  grounds  of  their  decision,  which  perhaps  I  ought  not  to 
attempt  to  state ;  but  as  I  collect  them  from  the  record  which 
1  have  now  before  me^  and  the  report  with  which  I  have  been 
favoured  by  one  of  the  counsel  who  argued  the  case,  it  appears 
to  me,  as  far  as  the  doctrine  of  estoppel  was  concerned,  (which 
is  the  only  view  I  take  of  it,)  to  be  consistent  with  the  principle 
upon  which  I  have  come  to  the  opinion  that  the  judgment  of 
the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  in  the  case  now  before  us  ought 
to  be  affirmed :  an  opinion  in  which  I  feel  myself  fortified  by 
the  case  cited  by  Mr.  Justice  Torrens,  and  of  which,  till  this 
day,  I  was  not  aware,  from  4Bingh.  2.  Dancer  v.  Hastings^ 
which  seems  in  terms  to  decide  this,  that  although  a  man  has 
no  reversion  in  lands,  in  point  of  fact,  his  tenant  is  not  at  liberty 
to  controvert  that  he  has  one,  as  between  him  and  the  person 

*  Exch.  Ireland,  Hil.  term,  1826. 
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18S1*  ^^o  has  taken  a  lease  from  him.  In  that  respect,  and  in  that 
only,  I  diflfer  from  my  learned  brethren  of  the  King's  Bench, 
who  decided  the  case  of  Rankin  v.  Newsam  in  my  absence, 
but  in  all  other  respects  fully  subscribe  to  the  authority  of  that 
decision. 
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IRELAND. 


188L 


(court  of  exchequer.) 


Appellant. 


Respondents. 


Charles  Faussett      -      -      .      - 

Michael  Carpenter,  Lessee  oF 
Charles  Jones,  lately  deceased, 
and  Elinor,  his  then  Wife,  now 
his  Widow;  Anna  Maria  Bat- 
TERSBY,  Widow ;  Elizabeth  Pal- 
mer, Thomas  Palmer,  and  Wil- 
liam Palmer,  Mungo  Noble 
Henry  Waller,  Clerk  j  Augus- 
tus Beaufort,  Clerk,  and  Mary 
his  Wife ;  George  Brabazon, 
Clerk,  and  Leonora  his  Wife ; 
Robert  Mayne,  Esq.,  and  Leo- 
nora his  Wife ;  and  Elizabeth 
Waller,  Spinster      -     .     .     .J 


A.  B.  and  C.  being  seised  of  lands  as  coparceners,  by  indenture 
made  upon  the  marriage  of  A.  in  177 1>  her  share  was  con- 
veyed to  W.  and  P.  in  trust  for  the  husband  and  wife  and 
their  issue,  according  to  the  usual  course  of  settlement. 
There  was  issue  of  the  marriage,  who  live^  to  attain  vested 
interests  in  the  lands.  C.  married  P.,  who  survived  W.  his 
co-trustee.  In  179S  a  fine  was  levied  by  A.  and  her  second 
husband  of  her  share  of  the  lands,  but  the  trustees  were  not 
parties  to  the  fine.  A  similar  fine  was  levied  by  B.  and 
her  husband.  By  a  deed  ,in  1794,  A.  and  B.,  with  their 
respective  husbands,  and  P.  (his  wife  C.  being  dead),  con- 
veyed the  lands  to  F.,  a  purchaser  in  fee.  Tlie  consider- 
ation money  was  stated  to  be,  and  was  paid,  to  A.  and  B. 
and  their  respective  husbands  and  P.  in  three  equal  parts. 
The  oovenants  by  the  vendors  for  title  and  quiet  enjoyment 
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1831*  ^^^^  ^y  ^^^  respective  husbands  of  A*  and  B.  and  their  .wives 

^^m-^-m^'  and  their  heirs  respectively,  and  by  P.  for  himself,  his^  heirs, 

FAussm  &c.,  and  the  heirs,  &c.  of  C,  his  deceased  wife.    There  was 

also  a  covenant  that  the  fines  levied  by  A.  and  B.|  and  their 
husbands,  should  enure  to  F.  his  heirs  and  assigns. 

Afler  the  death  of  A.  and  P.,  an  ejectment  being  brought 
by  the  issue  claiming  under  the  settlement  of  1771  >  and  the 
heirs  of  P.,  as  surviving  trustee,  upon  exceptions  to  the 
*  Judge's  direction  at  the  trial,  and  a  writ  of  error  against  a 
judgment  overruling  the  exceptions,  the  following  points  were 
determined,  1.  that  the  operation  of  the  deed  of  1794<  was  to 
convey  the  life  estate  of  which  P.  was  seised  in  right  of  his 
wife,  and  not  the  legal  estate  in  fee  of  which  he  was  seised 
as  trustee  for  A.  and  her  issue ;  2.  that  the  enjoyment  of  F. 
under  the  deed  during  the  life  of  A.  was  not  an  adverse  pos- 
session ;  and,  S.  that  the  statute  of  limitations  did  not  begin  to 
run  against  the  issue  of  A.  until  afler  her  death. 

Held,  also,  that  an  objection  to  the  verdict,  as  including  the 
entire  intei^est  in  the  lands  instead  of  one  third,  not  being  a 
ground  of  exception,  could  not  be  entertained  upon  the  writ 
of  error ;  and,  semble,  that  this  mistake  might  be  rectified 
by  application  to  the  Court  below. 


X  HIS  was  a  writ  of  error  on  a  judgment  of  the 
Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber,  in  Ireland,  affirm- 
ing the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench, 
in  a  certain  action  of  ejectment,  brought  against 
the  Appellant  in  the  name  of  Michael  Carpenter, 
as  feigned  lessee  of  the  parties  above  named  as 
Respondents. 

The  ejectment  was  brought  to  recover  the  pos- 
session of  lands  in  the  county  of  Fermanagh,  in 
Ireland,  called  the  Callowhill  estate. 

The  demises  in  ejectment  were  laid  on  the  2d 
of  May,  1814,  and  the  entry  and  ouster  by  the 
Defendant  on  the  two  following  days. 

The  lands  had  been  before  and  were  at  the 
time  of  the  execution  of  the  after  mentioned  deed. 
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the  estate  in  fee  of  Catherine  Smyth,  Anna  Maria       18S1. 
Smyth,  and  Elinor  Smyth,  as  co-heiresses-at-Iaw  of 
Edward  Smyth,  and  they  being  so  entitled  thereto,    ^^^  j 
and  in  possession  and  enjoyment  thereof,  an  in- 
denture of  marriage  settlement  by  way  of  lease 
and  release,  bearing  date  on  the  21st  day  of  Sep-^ 
tember,  1771»  was  executed  on  the  occasion,  and 
in  contemplation  of  the  intermarriage  of  Catherine 
Smyth,  who  was  then  of  age,  with  Patrick  Palmer, 
since  deceased.     The  deed  was  made  between  the 
Rev.  Thomas  Palmer,  of  Glenmore,  in  the  county 
of  Longford,  Clerk,  and  Patrick  Palmer,  of  the 
city  of  Dublin,  Esq.  barrister-at-law,  eldest  son  of 
the  said  Thomas  Palmer,  of  the  first  part ;    the 
Rev.  James  Smyth,  of  Merrion  Square,  in  the  city 
of  Dublin,  and  Catherine  Smyth,  spinster,  eldest 
daughter  of  Edward  Smyth,  then  late  of  the  said 
city  of  Dublin,  Esq.  deceased,  and  niece  of  the  said 
James  Smyth,  of  the  second  part;    and  Robert 
Waller,  of  Alanstown,  in  the  county  of  Meath, 
Esq.,  and  the  Rev.  Henry  Palmer,  of  Glenmore, 
clerk,  of  the  third  part 

Reciting  that  Thomas  Palmer  was  then  seised  of  the 
towns  and  lands  of  Corigena,  and  part  of  the  lands  of  Lis- 
macmurragb,  in  the  county  of  Longford,  under  a  lease  for 
the  lives  of  certain  persons  therein  mentioned,  with  a  cove- 
nant ibr  perpetual  renewal  thereof.  And  also  seised  of  the 
town  and  lands  of  Glenmore,  in  the  said  county,  for  the 
lives  of  the  said  Thomas  Palmer,  and  Patrick  Palmer,  at 
the  rents  and  under  the  clauses  and  covenants  therein  men- 
tioned,  and  that  the  said  Catherine  Smyth,  and  also  Anna 
Maria  Smyth  and  Elinor  Smyth,  spinsters,  daughters  of 
the  said  Edward  Smyth,  and  sisters  of  the  said  Catherine^ 
were  seised,  possessed  of,  and  entitled  unto  an  estate  in 
fe^simple  of  and  in  the  lands  of  Callowhill,  and  other  lands 
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1831.  therein  mentioned,  generally  called  the  Callowhill  estate, 
situate  in  the  half  barony  of  Knocking,  and  county  of  Fer- 
,  managhi  as  also  of  and  in  the  toll,  ftc,  in  coparcenary, 
cAKPXNm.  subject  to  a  chief  rent  of  50L  yearly,  payable  out  of  all  said 
lands  and  premises  to,  &c.  And  further  reciting  the  then 
intended  marriage  between  said  Patrick  Palmer  and  said 
Catherine  Smyth,  and  that  the  said  Thomas  Palmer,  in 
consequence  thereof,  and  for  die  considerations  therein 
mentioned  by  the  said  indenture,  granted,  bai^ained,  sold, 
released,  and  confirmed  unto  the  said  Robert  Waller  and 
Henry  Palmer  all  and  singular  the  lands  of  Corigena,  and 
Lismacmurragh  and  Glenmore,  in  the  actual  possession, 
&c.  to  hold  the  said  lands  of  Corigena  and  Lismacmurragh, 
unto  the  said  Robert  Waller  and  Henry  Palmer,  their  heirs 
and  assigns,  for  the  lives  of  the  cestui  que  vies^  and  during 
the  lives  of  such  other  persons  as  the  said  premises  should 
be  granted  or  renewed  for,  pursuant  to  the  covenant,  &c 
to  the  use  and  behoof  of  the  said  Robert  Waller  and 
Henry  Palmer,  their  heirs  and  assigns,  subject  to  the  yearly 
rents  and  covenants  in  the  said  indenture  of  lease  contained 
upon  the  trusts,  nevertheless,  and  to  and  for  the  uses,  in- 
tents, and  purposes  thereinafter  mentioned,  and  declared  of 
and  concerning  the  same ;  and  to  bold  the  said  town  and 
lands  of  Glenmore,  &c  to  the  uses  and  purposes  therein 
declared  concerning  same ;  that  is  to  say,  as  to  the  sud 
lands  of  Corigena  and  Lismacmurragh  to  the  use  of  Thomas 
Pialmer,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  until  such  marriage  should 
take  effect,  and  from  and  after  the  said  marriage,  in  trusty 
to  permit  the  said  Thomas  Palmer  and  his  assigns,  to  take 
and  receive  to  hb  and  their  own  use,  the  clear  rents  and  pro- 
fits  of  said  lands  of  Corigena  and  Lismacmurragh,  after 
payment  of  the  head  landlord's  rent,  and  fines  for  renewal 
thereof  for  his  life,  and  after  the  death  of  Patrick  Palmer, 
whether  in  the  life  of  said  Thomas  Palmer,  or  aft«r  his  death, 
in  trust,  that  said  Catherine  Smyth,  in  case  she  should  sur- 
vive said  Patrick  Palmer,  her  intended  husband,  should  and 
might  receive  thereout  an  annuity  or  yearly  rent  charge  of 
60U  sterling.  And  from  and  after  the  death  of  said  Thomas 
Pahner,  in  trust,  to  permit  said  Patrick  Palmer  and  his  as- 
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signs,  should  he  survive  said  Thomas,  to  take  and  receive  to        1 S  S 1 . 
bis  and  their  use  the  yearly  rents,  issues,  and  profits,  of  all 
the  said  leasehold  premises,  after  payment  of  the  head  rents 
and  fines  for  renewal,  payable  thereout,  for  and  during  his 
natural  life,  and  from  and  after  the  death  of  said  Patrick 
Palmer,  leaving  issue  two  or  more  children  of  said  marriage, 
living  at  the  death  of  said  Patrick  Palmer,  then  upon  trust 
to  convey  and  assign  said  leasehold  interest  of  Corigena 
and  Lismacmurragfa,  subject  to  the  said  annuity  of  60/. 
and  to  pay  and  dispose  of  the  rents  and  profits  thereof  in 
the  mean  time^  and  until  such  conveyance  to  and  amongst 
such  children,  or  to  the  issue  of  such  children,  and  in  case 
such  children  should  die,  leaving  issue,  in  such  manner,  at 
such  times,  and  in  such  proportions,  and  for  such  estates 
as  the  said  Patrick  Palmer  should,  by  deed  or  will,  attested 
by  three  or  more  credible  witnesses  direct  and  appoint, 
and  for  want  of  appointment  by  him,  as  said  Catherine 
should  in  like  manner  appoint,  and  in  de&ult  of  appoint* 
ment  by  her,  then  as  said  trustees,  or  the  survivor  of  them, 
should  by  deed  so  attested  appoint,  and  for  want  of  .any 
such  appointment,  then  upon  trust  to  convey  and  assign 
same  to  such  issue,  share  and  share  alike,  as  tenants  in 
common,  at  their  respective  ages  of  twenty-one  years. 
And  in  the  event  of  there  not  being  issue  of  the  said 
marriage  living  at  said  Patrick's  death  or  born  afterwards, 
or  there  being  such  issue  that  same  should  die  under  the 
age  of  twenty-one  years  and  without  issue,  then,  in  trusty 
to  permit  the  said  Catherine  Smyth  and  her  assigns  to  take 
and  receive  the  rents  and  profits  of  said  lands  to  her  and 
their  own  use  for  her  natural  life.     And  in  case  said 
Catherine  should  die  without  leaving  issue  by  said  Pat- 
rick, or,  there  being  such,  that  same  should  die  before  any 
oT  them  should  be  of  age,  or  have  issue,  then  and  in  such 
case,  in  trust,   to  convey  the  said  leasehold  interest  of 
Ctfrigena  and  Lismacmurragh  to  the  said  Patrick  Palmer, 
his  heirs  and  assigns,  for  all  the  residue  of  the  interest 
iberein.     And  as  to  said  lands  of  Glenmore,  in  trust,  to 
permit  the  said  Thomas  Palmer  to  take  and  receive  to  his 
own  use  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits  thereof,  for  his  life, 
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18S1.  and  after  the  death  of  Thomns  Palmer,  in  trust,  to  convey 
the  same  to  the  said  Patrick  Palmer,  his  heirs  and  assigns^ 
for  the  residue  of  the  term  therein. 
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By  the  same  deed  Catherine  Smyth  in  consider- 
ation of  the  marriage  granted,  released,  and  con- 
firmed unto  Robert  Waller  and  Henry  Palmer,  in 
their  possession  then  being,  and  to  their  heirs  and  * 
assigns. 

All  her  said  part,  share,  and  proportion  of  and 
in  the  said  lands  of  Callowhill,  together  with  the 
premises  in  the  ejectment  mentioned. 

To  hold  the  said  Catherine's  part  of  the  lands, 
&c.  subject  to  the  chief  rent  payable  thereout  unto 
Robert  Waller  and  Henry  Palmer,  their  heirs  and 
assigns,  to  their  use  upon  the  trusts  and  subject  to 
the  provisions,  limitations,  and  agreements  therein 
mentioned  and  limited.     That  is  to  say,  — 

To  the  use  of  Catherine  Smyth  until  the  mar- 
riage,  and  afler  such  marriage. 

To  the  use  of  Patrick  Palmer,  for  life,  without 
impeachment  of  waste,  with  remainder  to  the  use 
of  Robert  Waller  and  Henry  Palmer,  their  heirs 
and  assigns,  during  the  life  of  Patrick,  in  trust,  to 
preserve  contingent  remainders  with  remainder 
after  his  death.  To  the  use  of  Catherine  for  her 
life,  in  case  she  should  survive  her  intended  hus- 
band, without  impeachment  of  waste,  with  re- 
mainder to  the  said  trustees  for  the  preserv- 
ation of  contingent  remainders ;  and  from  and 
after  the  death  of  said  Catherine,  then,  in  case 
there  should  be  issue  of  such  intended  marriage 
one  child  only,  then,  to  the  use  of  such  only  child, 
and  the  heirs  male  of  the  body  of  such  only  child. 
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lawfully  issuing;  but  in  case  there  should  be  issue  1831. 
of  the  intended  marriage  two  or  more  children, 
then  to  the  use  and  behoof  of  such  children,  in 
such  manner  and  shares,  and  for  such  estates,  and 
subject  to  such  powers  of  appointment,  as  therein- 
before declared  of  and  concerning  the  said  lands 
of  Corigena  and  Lismacmurragh,  in  favour  of  the 
children  of  said  intended  marriage,  and  in  default, 
of  such  issue  to  the  use  of  Catherine,  her  heirs 
and  assigns  for  ever,  with  full  power  to  Catherine 
to  dispose  of  the  reversion  by  deed  or  will  in 
writing,  attested  by  three  or  more  credible  wit- 
nesses, notwithstanding  her  coverture. 

And  by  this  deed,  the  said  trustees  were  em- 
powered, in  case  of  a  partition  being  found  ex- 
pedient of  the  whole  of  the  said  lands  between  the 
said  Catherine  Smyth  and  her  two  sisters,  or  the 
survivor  of  them,  or  in  case  of  a  sale  thereof,  to 
join  in  such  partition  or  sale,  as  the  case  might  be, 
but  so  as  that  the  said  Patrick  and  Catherine,  or 
the  survivor  of  them,  or  in  case  the  said  Patrick 
and  Catherine  should  both  be  dead,  the  person 
then  entitled  to  the  use  thereof,  or  the  guardian 
of  such  person  if  then  a  minor,  should  be  parties 
to  every  such  deed  or  deeds  of  conveyance  neces- 
sary to  be  executed,  for  the  making  of  such  par- 
tition or  sale  of  said  premises,  and  so  as  the  money 
arising  from  any  such  sale  of  the  said  Catherine's 
proportion  of  said  lands,  should,  as  soon  as  same 
conveniently  could  be  done,  be  laid  out  at  interest 
upon  real  or  landed  security,  or  invested  in  the 
purchase  of  some  permanent  interest  in  lands, 
with  such  consent  and  approbation  as  therein  men- 
tioned ;  such  purchaise  or  security  when  made  or 
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18S1.  taken,  to  be  limited,  settled,  or  assured  to  the  uses, 
intents,  and  purposes  thereinbefore  declared  and 
expressed  of  and  concerning  said  Catherine's  share 
and  proportion  of  said  lands  and  premises. 

The  deed  was  registered  pursuant  to  the  statute, 
in  the  Registry  Office  in  Dublin,  on  the  26th  of 
October,  1771. 

The  marriage  took  effect,  and  there  was  issue 
thereof  five  children,  Thomas  Palmer,  William 
Palmer,  Ann  otherwise  Anna  Maria  Palmer,  the 
wife  and  afterwards  the  widow  of  Leslie  Bat- 
tersby,  Elinor  Palmer,  aft;erwards  the  wife,  and 
now  the  widow  of  Charles  Jones,  and  Elizabeth 
Palmer. 

Patrick  Palmer  died  in  I776,  and,  after  his  death, 
Catherine  Palmer  in  1778  intermarried  with  her 
second  husband,  the  Rev.  Joseph  Stock,  D.D., 
late  Bishop  of  Killalla,  and  aftierwards  died  in 
May,  1805  or  1806. 

Neither  Patrick  Palmer,  nor  Catherine  his  wife, 
ever  executed  the  power  of  appointment  as  to  the 
Callowhill  estate. 

Robert  Waller  and  Henry  Palmer,  the  trustees 
in  the  deed  of  marriage  settlement,  were  both  also 
dead }  of  those  trustees,  Robert  Waller  was  the 
survivor }  he  died  without  leaving  issue,  previous 
to  the  day  of  the  demise  laid  in  the  ejectment, 
and  the  lessors  of  the  Plaintiff  Elizabeth  Waller, 
Mary  Beaufort,  Mungo  Henry  Noble  Waller, 
Leonora  Mayne,  and  Leonora  Brabazon,  Vere  his 
co-heir  and  co-heiresses  at  law. 

Anna  Maria,  the  second  daughter,  and  another 
of  the  co-heiresses  of  Edward  Smyth,  intermarried 
with  Dr.  Newcome,  afterwards  primate  of  Ireland, 
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and  Elinor,  the  third  daughter  and  co-heiress,       1831. 
interinarried  with  the  Rev.  Archdeacon  Henry 
Palmer,  clerk,  one  of  the  trustees  in  the  deed  of 
settlement  of  the  21st  of  September,  1771. 

It  appeared  in  evidence,  on  the  trial  of  the 
ejectment,  that  Catherine  Smyth,  when  she  exe- 
cuted the  deed  of  the  21st  of  September,  177 If 
was  of  the  age  of  twenty-one  years. 

It  also  appeared,  and  was  admitted  on  the  trial, 
that  the  children  of  Patrick  Palmer  by  his  wife 
Catherine,  were  bom  at  the  respective  times  after*- 
mentioned,  viz.  Elinor,  born  26th  of  June,  1773, 
of  full  age  26th  of  June,  1793 ;  Anna  Maria,  bom 
28th  of  June,  1773,  of  full  age  28th  of  June,  1794  j 
Thomas,  bom  9th  of  July,  177**  of  full  age  9th  of 
July,  1795 ;  Elizabeth,  born  22d  of  September, 
1775,  of  full  age  22d  of  September,  I796 ;  Wil- 
liam,  bom  15th  of  November,  1776»  of  full  age 
15th  of  November,  1797* 

The  husbands  of  the  respective  co-heiresses,  in 
the  right  of  their  wives,  from  the  time  of  their 
respective  marriages,  continued  in  receipt  and 
enjoyment  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  lands, 
which  were  for  many  years  principally  in  the 
tenure  and  occupation  of  William  Faussett,  the 
father  of  the  Appellant,  as  tenant  of  the  co- 
heiresses, and  subject  to  a  rent  payable  to  them,  or 
to  their  trustees. 

In  Hilary  term  1793,  a  fine  comrne  ceo^  &c.  with 
proclamations  in  the  accustomed  form,  was  levied, 
and  acknowledged  before  the  justices  of  the  Court 
of  Common  Pleas  in  Ireland,  by  Joseph  Stock, 
and  Catherine  Stock,  otherwise  Palmer,  otherwise 
Smyth,  his  wife,  unto  Theobald  Cooke  of  the  city 
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1831.  of  Waterford,  of  one  undivided  third  part  of  the 
several  lands  and  premises  of  Callowhill,  being  the 
said  Catherine's  proportion  thereof. 

Robert  Waller,  and  Rev.  Henry  Palmer,  the 
trustees  in  the  deed  of  21st  of  Sejptember,  177 1»  i^^ 
whom  the  legal  estate  in  the  last  mentioned  third 
of  the  lands  and  premises  was  then  vested,  were 
then  both  living,  but  did  not  join  in,  and  were  not 
parties  to  this  fine. 

At  the  time  of  the  acknowledgment  of  this  fine, 
all  the  children  of  Catherine,  by  Patrick  Palmer, 
her  first  husband,  were  minors. 
,  A  similar  fine  appears  to  have  been  acknow* 
ledged  about  the  same  time,  by  Dr.  William  New- 
come,  and  Anna  Maria  his  wife,  of  her  one  third 
of  the  lands. 

Under  these  circumstances  a  contract  was  made 
between  William  Faussett,  and  the  Rev.  Joseph 
Stock,  and  the  Rev.  William  Newcome,  D.D., 
then  Lord  Bishop  of  Waterford  and  Lismore,  and 
tlie  Rev.  Henry  Palmer,  Archdeacon  of  Ossery, 
the  husbands  of  the  respective  co-heiresses  of 
Edward  Smyth,  for  the  sale  to  Faussett  of  the 
fee  and  inheritance  of  the  estate  and  lands  of 
Callowhill,  and  the  reversion  and  estate  of  their 
respective  wives  therein,  for  the  sum  of  4000/. 

Accordingly,  by  deed  of  lease  and  release,  bear- 
ing date  the  S  1st  of  December,  1793,  and  1st  of 
January,  1794,  respectively,  purporting  to  be  made 
between  the  Right  Reverend  Father  in  God  Wil- 
Jiam  Newcome,  Doctor  in  Divinity,  Lord  Bishop 
of  Waterford  and  Lismore,  and  Anna  Maria  New- 
conie,  otherwise  Smyth,  his  wife,  the  Rev.  Joseph 
Stock,  of  Delgany,  in  the  county  of  Wicklow, 
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clerk.  Doctor  in  Divinity,  and  Catherine  Stock,  1881. 
Otherwise  Palmer,  otherwise  Smyth,  his  wife,  and  ^][^i^ 
the  Rev.  Henry  Palmer,  of  the  city  of  Dublin,  ^^^^ 
clerk.  Archdeacon  of  Ossery,  (the  said  Elinor  his 
wife  having  previously  died,)  of  the  one  part,  and 
William  Faussett,  of  Callowhill,  in  the  county  of 
Fermanagh,  Esq.  of  the  other  part ;  the  said  Wil- 
liam Lord  Bishop  of  Waterford  and  Lismore, 
Anna  Maria  his  wife,  Joseph  Stock,  Catherine  his 
wife,  and  Henry  Palmer,  in  consideration  of  4000/., 
in  three  equal  proportions  of  1333/.  6s.  8^.,  stated 
to  be  severally  paid  to  each  of  the  said  grantors, 
respectively  granted,  bargained,  sold,  released,  and 
confirmed  unto  said  William  Faussett,  in  his  ac- 
tual possession  therein  recited,  then  to  be  by 
virtue  of  the  lease  for  a  year  therein  recited,  and 
to  his  heirs  and  assigns,  all  that  and  those  the  said 
lands  and  estate  of  Callowhill,  with  its  several  sub- 
denominations  aforesaid,  and  the  customs  of  the 
fairs  thereof  situate  and  being  in  the  half  barony 
of  Knocking,  otherwise  Knockinnie,  and  county 
of  Fermanagh  aforesaid,  as  also  the  toll  or  accus- 
tomed moulter  of  that  part  of  William  Balfour's 
estate  situate,  lying,  and  being  in  the  manor  of 
Laggan  and  Dresternan,  and  county  of  Fermanagh 
aforesaid,  and  the  reversion  and  reversions,  re- 
mainder and  remainders  yearly,  and  other  the 
rents,  issues,  and  profits  thereof,  and  of  every  part 
and  parcel  thereof,  and  all  other  the  appurtenances 
in  the  usually  technical  form  of  conveyances  of 
property  of  that  nature,  and  all  the  estate,  right, 
title,  interest,  use,  trust,  inheritance,  property, 
claim,  and  demand  whatsoever,  either  at  law  or  in 
equity,  of  them  the  said  grantors,  and  each  and 
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18^1.  every  of  them,  of,  in,  and  to  the  said  towns,  lands, 
tenements,  hereditaments,  and  premises,  and  every 
part  and  parcel  thereof  together  with  all  docu- 
ments of  title  relating  to  the  same ;  ^- 

To  hold  to  said  William  Faussett,  his  heirs  and 
assigns,  to  the  only  proper  use  and  behoof  of  said 
William  Faussett,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  for  ever, 
subject  to  the  before  mentioned  yearly  rent  charge 
of  50/. 

This  deed  contained  a  covenant  for  title  by  the 
grantors,  viz.  William  Lord  Bishop  of  Waterford 
and  Lismore  for  himself,  and  Anna  Maria  his  wife, 
and  for  his  and  her  heirs,  executors,  and  adminis- 
trators, and  Joseph  Stock  for  himself,  and  Cathe- 
rine his  wife,  and  for  his  and  her  heirs,  and  Henry 
Palmer  for  himself,  his  heirs,  executors,  and  ad- 
ministrators, and  for  the  heirs  of  Elinor  Palmer, 
otherwise  Smyth,  deceased,  his  late  wife,  that  they 
the  said  grantors,  or  some  of  them,  were  and 
stood  lawfully  and  absolutely  seised  in  their  or 
some  of  their  demesne,  as  of  fee  simple  of  and  in 
all  and  singular  the  lands  and  premises  thereby 
granted,  together  with  a  similar  covenant  by  them 
for  quiet  enjoyment,  without  eviction  or  disturb* 
ance  by  them,  or  any  person  claiming  under  them, 
or  any  of  their  respective  wives  aforesaid,  or  the 
heirs  of  the  said  wives  respectively  j  and  also  a 
covenant,  that  the  fines  so  levied  by  the  said 
Dr.  Newcome  and  wife,  and  Dr.  Stock  and  wife, 
should  enure  to  the  said  William  Faussett,  his  heirs 
and  assigns ;  and  the  deed  was  registered  on  the 
14th  of  March,  1801. 

On  the  28th  of  March,  1805,  a  deed  was  exe- 
cuted between  Robert  Waller,  as  surviving  trustee 
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in  the  settlement  of  1771*  &nd  the  several  children  l^^l* 
of  Catherine,  by  Patrick  Palmer  her  first  husband, 
reciting  the  deed  of  settlement,  and  a  deed  shortly 
before  executed  by  the  said  Catherine,  whereby 
she  had  appointed  the  lands  of  Corigena  and  Lis- 
macmurragh,  to  and  amongst  all  the  children,  the 
issue  of  the  first  marriage,  equally  as  tenants  in 
common,  and  whereby  the  said  Robert  Waller,  as 
such  surviving  trustee,  in  pursuance  of  the  ap- 
pointment, conveyed  the  lands  to  the  said  several 
children  and  their  heirs. 

And  on  the  28th  of  January,  1807»  by  a  further 
deed  then  executed  between  the  children,  the 
issue  of  the  first  marriage,  and  Dr.  Joseph  Stock, 
then  Lord  Bishop  of  Killalla  and  Achomy,  and 
Isaac  Homan,  Esq.,  reciting  the  deed  of  appoint- 
ment, and  an  agreement  entered  into  between  the 
said  children,  to  accept  certain  specified  sums  from 
their  brother  William,  in  lieu  and  satisfaction  of 
their  respective  claims  and  demands  on  or  out  of 
the  said  Longford  estate,  whereby  the  lands  of 
Corigena  and  Lismacmurragh  were  conveyed,  in 
pursuance  of  said  agreement,  to  the  said  Dr. 
Joseph  Stock  and  Isaac  Homan,  and  their  heirs, 
in  trust  for  the  said  William  Palmer  and  his  heirs. 

The  ejectment  which  gives  rise  to  this  appeal 
was  brought  in  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  in 
Ireland,  upon  the  several  demises  before  men- 
tioned, as  of  Easter  term  1820,  to  contest  the  vali- 
dity of  the  Appellant's  deed  of  the  1st  of  January, 
1794,  and  the  fine  of  1793,  to  bar  the  right  of 
entry,  or  transfer  the  estate  of  the  lessors  of  the 
Piaintif!^  the  issue  of  the  said  Catherine  Smyth, 
by  ber  first  husband,  Patrick  Palmer,  in  remainder, 
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1831./  after  t^ie  death  of  their  mother,  and  their  trustee 
under  the  deed  of  177 1»  in  their  mother's  third 
part  of  the  lands  and  premises  in  the  ejectment 
mentioned. 

The  several  demises  therein  were  laid  on  the 
2d  of  May,  1814  j  to  this  ejectment  defence  was 
takenr.  in  the  name  of  the  Appellant,  for  all  the 
lands  and  premises  therein  mentioned. 

Issue  being  joined  between  the  parties,  the 
cause  came  on  for  trial  at  the  Spring  assizes  1824, 
in  the  county  of  Fermanagh,  before  the  Honour- 
able Richard  Jebb,  one  of  the  Judges  of  assize^ 
and  a  special  jury  of  the  same  county. 

Upon  the  trial,  the  counsel  for  the  Defendants 
in  error,  in  support  of  their  case,  produced  and 
gave  in  evidence  an  examined  copy  of  a  certain 
bill,  filed  in  the  equity  side  of  the  Exchequer  in 
Ireland,  on  the  21st  of  July,  1818,  by  James 
Palmer,  another  of  the  lessors  of  the  Plaintifl^ 
against  the  Plaintiff  in  error,  Charles  Faussett, 
with  the  answer  of  the  Appellant  thereto,  where- 
by he  admitted  that  Edward  Smyth  was  seised  in 
fee  of  the  lands  in  the  ejectment :  that  he  had 
died,  leaving  three  daughters,  his  co-heiresses  at 
law,  namely,  Catherine,  Anna  Maria,  and  Elinor, 
his  only  issue ;  that  Catherine  had  been  first  mar. 
ried  to  Patrick  Palmer,  barrister  at  law,  who  had 
died  in  the  year  I776,  leaving  issue  by  the  said 
Catherine  five  children ;  namely,  Thomas  Palmer, 
their  eldest  son,  William  Palmer,  Elinor,  after- 
wards the  wife  of  Charles  Jones,  Anna  Maria  Bat- 
tersby,  widow,  and  Elizabeth  Palmer,  all  lessors  of 
the  Plaintiff;  that  the  said  Catherine  in  I778  had 
married  her  second  husband,    the  Rev.  Joseph 
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Stock,  D.D.,  late  Bishop  of  Killalla;  that  said  1831. 
Anna  Maria  had  married  the  Rev.  Dr.  William 
Newcome,  and  the  said  Elinor  the  Rev.  Henry 
Palmer.  They  also  proved,  by  one  William  Mayne, 
a  witness,  produced  on  the  trial,  that  Robert  Wal- 
ler bad  survived  his  co-trustee  in  the  deed  of  177 1> 
and  that  Robert  Waller  had  died  in  1809f  leaving 
the  lessors  of  Plaintifi^  Elizabeth  Waller,  Mary 
Beaufort,  Mungo  Henry  Noble  Waller,  Leonora 
Mayne,  and  Leonora  Brabazon,  his  co-heirs  at 
law. 

They  also  produced  and  gave  in  evidence  the 
deed  of  settlement  of  21st  of  September,  1771f 
executed  on  the  first  marriage  of  Catherine  and 
Patrick  Palmer,  and  proved  by  certain  entries  in 
an  old  family  Bible,  and  other  documentary  evi- 
dence, the  time  of  the  birth  of  the  said  Catherine, 
to  shew  that  she  was  of  full  age  at  the  time  of  the 
execution  of  the  last-mentioned  settlement. 

In  answer  to  the  case  so  made  for  the  Defendants 
in  error,  the  counsel  for  the  Plaintiff  in  error,  the 
Defendant  in  the  action,  gave  in  evidence  and 
relied  on  the  fine  levied  and  acknowledged  by 
Dr.  Joseph  Stock  and  Catherine  his  wife,  to 
Theodore  Cooke,  of  her  undivided  one  third  of 
the  lands  and  premises  comprised  in  the  eject- 
ment, with  the  proclamations  in  the  usual  form 
made  thereon ;  the  deed  of  the  1st  of  January, 
1794,  conveying  the  whole  of  the  lands  to  William 
Faussett,  the  father  of  the  Appellant;  the  two 
deeds  of  the  28th  of  March,  1805,  and  28th  of 
January,  I8O7  ;  and  certain  receipts  and  letters  of 
some  of  the  lessors  of  Plaintifl^,  with  a  view  of 
shemng  that  they  had  received  and  been  satisfied 
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1831.  for  the  amount  of  their  respective  shares  of  their 
^][][^^  father's  property;  and  after  reading  the  same  in 
evidence,  they  proved  by  a  witness,  Charles  Faus- 
setty  that  William  Faussett,  immediately  after  the 
Execution  of  the  deed  of  assignment  of  the  1st  of 
January,  1794,  had  been  put  into  possession  of  all 
the  lands  and  premises  thereby  conveyed  and 
granted,  and  had  so  continued  until  his  death,  and 
that  the  Plaintiff  in  error  was  his  only  son  and 
heir  at  law,  and  had  succeeded  to  the  possession 
of  the  lands  on  his  father's  death,  and  so  continued 
till  the  time  of  the  trial ;  and  they  rested  the  case 
of  the  Plaintiif  in  error  upon  the  evidence  before 
stated,  and  insisted  and  required  the  learned  Judge 
to  tell  and  direct 'the  jury,  first,  that  the  fine  levied 
by  Joseph  Stock  and  Catherine  his  wife,  with  pro- 
clamations made  thereon,  together  with  the  deed 
of  the  1st  of  January,  1794,  and  the  continued 
possession  of  the  grantee  thereunder,  and  those 
deriving  under  him,  without  any  claim  or  entry 
within  due  time  to  avoid  the  fine  by  or  on  behalf 
of  the  lessors  of  the  Plaintiff  constituted  a  dis- 
seisin of  Robert  Waller,  or  at  least  amounted  to 
evidence  upon  which  the  learned  Judge  ought  to 
leave  it  to  the  juiy  to  presume  that  there  had  been 
such  a  disseisin,  and  if  so,  that  they  ought  to  find  a 
verdict  for  the  Plaintiff  in  error. 

The  learned  Judge  declined  to  give  such  direc- 
tion to  the  jury,  and,  on  the  contrary,  held  and 
gave  his  opinion  that  the  said  fine  had  no  legal 
operation  to  afiect  the  title  of  the  lessors  of  the 
Plaintiff:  that  in  point  of  law  there  was  no  evi- 
dence given  on  the  trial,  to  go  to  the  jury,  of  any 
possession  in  the  grantee  of  the  deed  of  1794,  or 
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those  deriving  under  him,  adverse  to  the  title  of      I8S1. 
Kobert  Waller,  the  trustee  in  the  deed  of  I77I9  to 
preclude  the  Plaintiffs  from  recovering  in  the  eject- 
ment. 

An  exception  to  this  opinion  and  direction  was 
taken  by  the  Plaintiff  in  error,  which  formed  the 
ground  of  the  first  exception  to  the  charge  <^  the 
learned  Judge  on  the  trial. 

It  was  also  urged  on  the  trial,  for  the  Defendant, 
that  from  the  execution  of  the  deed  sf  January, 
1794,  and  possession  for  thirty  years  under  it  by 
the  grantee,  there  was  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury 
to  presume  an  actual  ouster  of  Robert  Waller,  by 
his  co-trustee  Henry  Palmer,  at  the  time  of  the 
execution  of  the  deed  of  1794f  or  by  William 
Faussett  afterwards,  and  that  the  possession  of 
William  Faussett  during  his  life-time,  and  of 
the  Plaintiff  in .  error  since  his  death,  had  been 
adverse  to  the  title  of  Robert  Waller  and  his  heirs, 
and  that  by  such  adverse  possession  the  entry  of 
the  Plaintiff  had  been  barred  by  lapse  of  time ; 
but  the  learned  Judge  told  the  jury  they  were  not 
at  hberty,  from  the  evidence  given,  to  presume 
any  such  actual  ouster  of  the  trustee,  and  that  the 
Plaintiff's  right  of  entry  had  not  been  barred  or 
taken  away  at  the  time  of  the  service  of  the  eject- 
ment ;  and  to  this  part  of  the  charge  the  Appel- 
lant's second  exception  was  taken. 

It  was  further  urged  for  the  Defendant  on  the 
trial,  that  there  was  evidence  on  which  the  jury 
were  at  liberty  to  presume  that  Robert  Waller, 
the  trustee,  had  executed  a  confirmation  of  the 
deed  of  1794,  or  a  release  of  his  title  to  William 
Faussett;  but  the  learned  Judge  told  the  jury 
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1831*  there  was  no  evidence  on  which  they  could  so  pre- 
sume ;  and  this  was  the  ground  of  the  Appellant's 
third  exception. 

Lastly,  it  was  urged  for  the  Defendant  on  the 
trial,  that  the  conveyance  of  1794>  having  been 
executed  by  Henry  Palmer,  one  of  the  trustees  in 
the  deed  of  1771,  had  operated  to  convey  to 
William  Faussett  half  of  the  said  Catherine's  one- 
third  of  the  lands,  the  legal  estate  wherein  had 
been  vested  by  the  deed,  in  Henry  Palmer  and  his 
co*trustee,  Robert  Waller ;  but  the  learned  Judge 
gave  his  opinion,  that,  on  the  true  and  proper  con- 
struction of  the  deed  Henry  Palmer  by  the  deed 
must  be  taken  and  considered  to  have  passed  and 
conveyed  only  the  share  and  proportion  of  the 
lands  which  he  had  derived  from  his  late  wife, 
and  not  any  part  thereof  which  he  held  only  as  a 
trustee  for  the  lessors  of  the  Plaintiff;  and  he  ac- 
cordingly directed  the  jury  that  the  deed,  though 
so  executed  by  Henry  Palmer,  had  not  passed  to 
the  grantee  the  legal  estate  in  any  part  of  the  one- 
third,  which  had  been  settled  by  the  deed  of  1771, 
and  told  the  jury  that  the  only  question  for  their 
consideration  was,  whether  Catherine  was  of  age 
at  the  date  of  the  execution  of  the  deed  of  settle- 
ment of  1771>  or  not 

To  this  part  of  the  charge  the  Appellant's  fourth 
exception  was  taken. 

The  jury  upon  the  trial  gave  a  verdict  in  favour 
of  the  Plaintiff  for  the  undivided  third  part  of 
the  lands  comprised  in  the  ejectment.  The  counsel 
for  the  Plaintiff  in  error  tendered  a  bill  of  excep- 
tions to  the  opinion  and  charge  of  the  Judge,  as 
delivered  by  him  on  the  trial,  which  was  duly 
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signed  and  sealed  by  the  learned  Judge,  and  came       1831. 
on  to  be  argued  before  the  Court  of  King's  Bench 
in  Ireland,  when  the  exceptions  were  overruled  by 
the  Court,  and  judgment  given  for  the  Defendants 
in  error. 

Upon  this  judgment  a  writ  of  error  was  lodged, 
and  in  Hilary  term  1829»  was  argued  before  the 
Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber  in  Ireland,  by 
which  court  the  judgment  was  affirmed. 

From  this  decision  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer 
Chamber,  the  present  writ  of  error  was  brought. 

For  the  Plaintiff  in  error,  Sir  E.  Sugden  and 
Mr.  Preston. 

The  ejectment  was  not  brought  within  twenty 
years  after  the  title  of  the  lessors  of  the  Plaintiff 
claiming  the  legal  estate  accrued,  and  sufficient 
facts  appear  in  the  case  to  prevent  the  Defendants 
in  error,  by  force  of  the  statute  of  limitations  of 
the  10th  of  King  Charles  the  first,  from  recover- 
ing in  this  ejectment. 

The  fine  levied  by  Joseph  Stock  and  Catherine 
his  wife,  in  Hilary  term,  in  the  33d  year  of  the 
reign  of  King  George  the  third,  with  proclama- 
tions for  the  purpose  of  conveying  the  estate  to  a 
purchaser,  and  the  subsequent  declaration  of  the 
uses  thereof,  to  William  Faussett  and  his  heirs,  for 
full  and  valuable  consideration,  and  actual  posses- 
sion of  the  said  William  Faussett  during  his  lifetime, 
and  after  his  death  of  the  defendant  under  such 
title,  from  the  1st  of  January,  1794f  without  entry 
or  claim  until  the  present  ejectment  was  brought, 
was  sufficient  to  sustain  the  operation  of  the  fine, 
and  afford  to  the  Defendant  the  protection  of  the 
statute  of  limitations  against  Robert  Waller  and 
his  beirsy  the  lessors  of  the  Plaintiff. 
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^g^j'  William  Faussett,  the  purchaser  for  full  value, 

was  a  Stranger  to  the  trusts  of  the  deed  of  I77I, 
and  had  no  notice  thereof,  and  never  did  any  act 
recognizing  the  title  of  the  trustees,  and  as  the 
fine  of  Hilary  term  3Srd  George  the  third,  and  the 
deed  of  1794  professed  to  convey  a  legal  estate  to 
him,  he  had  a  right  to  suppose  that  a  legal  estate 
was  conveyed,  and  never  claimed  any  protection 
from  the  estate  vested  in  the  trustees ;  he  there- 
fore entered,  claiming  the  legal  estate,  and  by  his 
entry  and  subsequent  possession  gained  such  a 
suflScient  legal  seisin,  as  to  afford  to  him  the  pro- 
tection of  the  statute  of  limitation.        * 

William  Faussett  having  been  a  purchaser  for 
valuable  consideration,  without  notice  from  Joseph 
Stock  and  Catherine  his  wife,  who  were  in  pos- 
session, and  treated  the  estate  as  their  own,  with- 
out any  interference  of  the  trustees,  one  of  whom, 
namely  Henry  Palmer,  was  a  party  to  the  deed 
of  1794,  and  the  execution  whereof  by  the  said 
Catherine  Stock  was  attested  by  Thomas  Palmer 
her  eldest  son,  and  one  of  the  cestuis  que  trust 
of  the  said  deed  of  I77I,  and  which  deed  was 
also  attested  by  Mungo  Henry  Noble  Waller,  one 
of  the  lessors  of  the  Plaintiff  in  the  ejectment,  the 
Plaintiff  in  error  is  entitled  to  have  every  pre- 
sumption made  in  his  favour,  of  which  the  law  will 
allow ;  it  ought  therefore  to  have  been  left  to  the 
jury  to  say,  whether  under  all  the  circumstances 
they  would  not  presume  such  disseisin  or  adverse 
possession  to  the  title  of  Robert  Waller,  the  sur- 
viving  trustee  in  the  settlement  of  I77I,  as  to  af- 
ford  William  Faussett,  and  the  Plaintiff  in  error 
deriving  title  under  him,  the  protection  of  the 
statute  of  limitations,  from  the  time  of  the  entry 
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of  William  Faussett,   under  the   fine   and  con-       18S1. 
vejance. 

The  judgment  in  ejectment  was  for  the  entirety 
of  the  lands  contained  in  the  settlement  of  1771, 
founded  upon  the  legal  title  of  the  heirs  of  Robert 
Waller,  the  surviving  trustee  named  therein,  al-» 
though  Henry  Palmer,  to  whom  jointly  with 
Robert  Waller  the  legal  estate  had  been  conveyed 
by  the  settlement  of  1771f  joined  in  the  convey- 
ance of  1794,  and  thereby  severed  the  joint 
tenancy,  and  passed  to  William  Faussett  the  legal 
estate  in  at  least  his  moiety  thereof. 

For  the  Defendants  in  error,  Mr.  TYeslove  and 
Mn  Abbott. 

As  to  the  JirU  Ground  of  Exception :  The  fine 
of  Catherine,  and  her  second  husband,  was  in- 
operative to  affect  or  bar  the  title  and  right  of 
entry  of  the  lessors  of  the  Plaintiff,  at  the  time 
of  bringing  the  ejectment,  inasmuch  as  none  of 
the  parties  to  the  fine  had  any  legal  estate  in  the 
lands,  at  the  time  of  levying  the  same,  or  at  any 
time  afterwards. 

The  possession  of  the  grantee,  under  the  deed 
and  conveyance  of  the  1st  of  January,  1794,  can- 
not be  considered  as  adverse  to  the  title  of  the 
trustees  in  the  deed  of  1771>  during  the  life  of 
Catherine,  since  the  concurrence  with  her  then 
husband,  being  competent  to  transfer  her  life  estate 
and  interest  in  the  lands  to  the  grantee,  by  their 
fine  and  deed,  and  consequently,  the  trustees  having 
become  the  trustees  of  the  grantee,  after  the  exe- 
cution of  the  conveyance  of  1794,  they  could  not 
have  entered  or  disturbed  the  procession  of  Wil- 
liam Faussett,  and  those  deriving  under  him,  such 
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18S1.       possession  having  been  rightful,  and  not  •adverse^ 
during  the  life  of  Catherine, 

It  is  indispensable  to  constitute  a  disseisin^  or 
evidence  on  which  it  may  be  presumed,  that  the 
possession  should  have  been  held  adversely  to  the 
legal  title  in  the  lands. 

As  to  the  second  and  third  Grounds  qf  Except 
tion :  Presumptions  are  made  and  authorized  by 
the  law  only  in  support  of  rightful  possession, 
and  never  to  effect  a  tortious  breach  of  trust,  in 
destruction  of  the  rights  and  interests  of  rightful 
owners. 

As  to  the  last  Ground  qf  Exception :  The  deed 
of  January,  1794,  cannot  be  construed  as  insisted 
on  by  the  Appellant  in  this  exception,  to  operate 
to  pass  Catherine's  third  part  of  the  lands  and 
premises  thereby  conveyed,  which  was  then  vested 
in  Henry  Palmer,  jointly  with  Robert  Waller,  in 
trust  for  the  uses  of  the  settlement  of  177 1>  with- 
out violating  the  clear  and  manifest  intent  and 
object  of  the  parties  to  the  deed,  deducible  from 
its  language  and  the  covenants  therein  contained. 
The  manner  in  which  the  purchase  money  is 
agreed  and  recited  to  be  paid  in  several  distinct 
and  equal  thirds  to  the  several  grantors  and  their 
respective  wives,  or  in  their  right,  and  the  omis- 
sion of  the  name  of  the  co-trustee  Robert  Waller, 
in- the  conveyance,  without  whose  concurrence  it 
is  admitted  the  whole  of  the  trust  estate  in  the 
third  could  not  be  transferred ;  and  the  rather,  as 
such  construction  would  necessarily  make  the  said 
Henry  Palmer  guilty  of  a  gross  breach  of  trust 
in  the  said  conveyance,  which  the  law  never  will 
suppose  or  admit  where  another  reasonable  con* 
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structioD,  consistent  with  the  apparent  intent  of      1881. 
the  instrument,  and  the  granting  parties  therein, 
can  be  given  to  the  deed. 

The  following  cases  were  cited,  Crqfi  v.  Howell, 
Plowden,  536. ;  Hulm  v.  Hemlock,  Cro.  Car.  200. ; 
Si%  V.  Silly,  1  Ventris,  260. ;  Rowe  v.  Power, 
2B.  &  P.  N.  R.  1. ;  Lowe  v.  Lord  Huntingtower, 
note  to  Pycroft  v.  Gregory,  4  Russell,  532. ;  Keene 
V.  Dearden,  8  East,  298. ;  Maiden  v.  MeniU,  2  Atk. 
8. ;  Dormer  v.  Parkhurst,  3  Atk.  135. 141.,  2  Stra. 
1105.;  Lewellyn  v.  Mackworth,  Barnard.  445., 
2  Atk.  40.,  2  Eq.  Abr.  579.  pi.  8. 

Lord  Wynford.  —  There  are  two  questions  in 
this  case :  first,  what  is  the  true  construction  oi 
the  deed  o^  1794 ;  secondly,  the  effect  of  the 
statute  of  limitations.  It  has  been  argued  for 
the  Plaintiffs  in  error^  that  a  purchaser  takes 
what  the  parties  selling  and  conveying  assume  to 
sell.  Adopting  that  view  for  the  purpose  of  argu- 
ment, let  us  see  what  is  the  intent  and  effect  of 
the  deed  in  question.  Palmer,  and  the  other  par- 
ties entitled,  agree  to  sell.  From  the  whole  of  the 
instrument  taken  and  construed  together,  we  must 
collect  whether  Palmer  intended  to  convey  that  es- 
tate only  which  belonged  to  him  in  right  of  his  wife 
—  that  estate  which  he  was  entitled  to  convey,  — 
or  whether  he  intended  also  to  convey  that  legal 
estate  which  he  held  merely  as  trustee,  and  in 
which  he  had  no  beneficial  interest.  There  is  no 
difficulty  in  the  case,  but  that  which  arises  from 
this  union  of  two  estates  in  Palmer  in  different 
characters.  The  question  is,  what  does  he  intend 
to  convey  7  In  judging  of  the  object  of  a  deed,  a 
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I851.      court  of  justice  ought  not  to  presume  that  the 


party  conveying  intends  and  does  what  is  contrary 

^ to  law,  when  another  construction  may  be  put  upon 

the  instrumtent,  —  a  construction  which  makes 
hia  act  consistent  with  his  power  and  his  duty. 
This  was  the  principle  of  construction  sulnmtted 
to  us  by  the  counsel  for  the  Defendant  in  error. 
Pakoer  had  a  right  to  convey  the  estate  in  which 
ke  had  a  beneficial  interest ;  if  he  conveyed  more, 
he  did  wrong. 

Plalmer,  as  the  husband  of  one  of  the  co-heiresses 
of  Smith,  was  probably  tenant  by  the  curtesy. 
His  wife  was  dead ;  and  he,  together  with  New- 
come^  and  his  wife,  and  Stock  and  his  wife,  the 
other  co-heiresses,  conveyed  the  CallowhiU  estate 
to  Faussett  in  consideration  of  40001.  If  the  in- 
struaient  had  gone  no  further,  it  might  have  been 
supposed  that  they  meant  to  convey  the  entirety ; 
but  the  deed  goes  on  to  provide  that  the  money  shall 
be  paid  in  three  equal  proportions,  1336/.  6^.  &/., 
which  are  to  be  paid  to  each  of  the  grantors  re- 
spectively. Each  of  the  conveying  parties  takes 
Us  proportion  of  the  price ;  the  presumption,  there^ 
fore,  is,  that  each  sells  his  own  proportion.  It  is 
to  be  inferred,  also,  from  the  covenants  of  the  deed 
for  title  and  for  quiet  enjoyment,  that  Palmer  was 
dealing  only  with  the  interest  which  he  had  in 
right  of  his  wife.  He  covenants  for  himself  and 
her  heirs.  It  was  argued  by  Sir  E.  Sugden,  that 
the  form  of  the  covenants  affords  strong  ground 
for  a  different  construction,  because  they  go  to  the 
entirety  of  the  estate.  Undoubtedly,  if  nothing  is 
regarded  but  the  words  of  the  covenants  taken 
alone,  they  might  be  considered  as  supporting  this 
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argument;  but  the  whole  instrument  is  to  be  18S1. 
viewed  together;  and  upon  such  view  it  appears  T^^"*^ 
that  each  of  the  parties  conveying,  covenants  for  ^• 
what  each  sells,  and  then  they  all  covenant  for 
the  whole  of  their  interests.  It  is  plain  that  Henry 
Palmer  does  not  convey  the  estate  which  he  had 
as  a  trustee,  which  he  could  not  convey  without  a 
breach  of  trust,  but  that  he  codveys  that  estate 
only  which  he  had  in  right  of  his  wife— that  estate 
which  he  might  lawfully  convey. 

The  remaining  question  relates  to  the  statute  of 
limitations.  If  the  objection  made  on  that  ground 
should  prevail,  it  would  be  in  vain  to  make  zdar* 
riage  settlements,  which  could  hardly  stand  good 
beyond  the  lives  of  the  parties.  In  this  case,  Ca- 
therine Smith  had  an  equitable  interest  for  life  in 
a  third  part  of  the  Callowhill  estate :  after  her 
death  it  was  limited  to  her  children.  She  had 
kwfully  power  to  convey  her  own  equitable  estate^ 
and  no  more.  That  estate  she  and  her  second 
huftband,^  Stock,  did  convey  to  Faussett,  who,  as  to 
the  trustees,  stands  in  the  same  relation  and  con* 
dition  as  Catherine ;  and  as  she  was  the  cestuy  que 
trust  during  her  life,  the  possession  of  her  assignee 
of  that  interest  could  not  be  an  adverse  possession 
against  her  trustees.  It  has  been  argued  by  (he 
counsel  for  the  PliuntifF  in  error,  that  there  may 
be  easea  where  the  possession  of  the  eestwf  qua 
trust  may  be  adverse  against  the  trustee.  If  there 
are  such  cases,^  they  must  be  confined  to  those 
where  the  cestui/  que  trust  has  denied  the  title  of 
the  truKee.  That  is  not  the  cade  here.  It  is  also 
argued,  that  the  conveyance  by  the  cesttq/  que 
trust  makea  a  difference  in  the  relation  of  cestt^ 
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1831.  que  trust  to  trustee.  That  is  not  so  here,  for  Faus* 
sett,  during  the  life  of  the  cestui/  que  trusty  stood  in 
I' the  same  relation  to  the  trustees.  They  were  ex- 
pressly made  trustees  for  her  assigns  as  well  as  for 
her.  Faussett,  therefore,  could  not  hold  the  estate 
by  wrong  until  after  her  death.  Until  that  time 
the  possession  could  not  be  adverse,  and  the  sta- 
tute did  not  begin  to  run. 

The  question  of  form  not  having  been  raised 
upon  the  exceptions,  it  is  unnecessary  to  consider. 
The  jurisdiction  of  a  court  of  appeal  is  confined  to 
the  matter  of  the  exceptions.  This  point  was  de- 
cided in  a  case  which  occurred  in  the  Court  of 
Exchequer  Chamber  while  I  was  a  Judge. 

Lord  Tenterden.  —  The  effect  of  the  deed  of 
,1794  is  the  first  question  in  this  case.  Palmer, 
who  executed  that  deed,  had  some  beneficial  in- 
terest in  the  estate  in  right  of  his  wife ;  in  what 
particular  way  —  whether  as  tenant  by  the  curtesy 
or  otherwise  —  is  immaterial.  He  had  also,  at  the 
same  time,  a  legal  interest  as  trustee.  The  ques- 
tion is,  whether  this  deed  operated  as  a  conveyance 
of  that  estate  only  to  which  Palmer  was  beneficially 
entitled,  or  whether  it  extended  to  that  estate  also 
which  he  held  as  trustee.  This  is  not  the  case  of 
a  man  having  two  estates,  both  of  which  he  may 
innocently  convey.  The  question  here  relates  to 
a  case  where  a  man  has  two  estates  —  one  of  which 
he  may  rightfully  convey,  the  other  of  which  he 
cannot  convey  without  fraud  and  a  breach  of  trust 
The  parties  to  this  conveyance,  I  am  satisfied,  in- 
tended  only  to  convey  what  belonged  to  them;  and 
among  them,  Henry  Palmer  meant  to  convey  only 
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that  estate  which  belonged  to  him  in  right  of  his       183 1. 
'Wife.     The  consideration  money  for  this  convey-      ^l^^^^^ 
ance  was  4000/.,  of  which  one  third  was  to  be  paid        _^ 
to  the  Bishop  of  Waterford  and  his  wife,  one  third 
to  J.  Stock  and  Catherine  his  wife,  and  the  re- 
maining third  to  Henry  Palmer.     This,  of  itself, 
is  sufficient  to  shew  that  the  parties  intended  to 
convey  only  what  belonged  to  them,  and  this  sup* 
position  is  confirmed  by  the  form  and  matter  of 
the  covenants.    Each  of  the  parties  covenant  for 
themselves  and  those  who    claim    under    them. 
Palmer  covenants  for  himself,  his  heirs,  executors, 
&c.,  and  for  the  heirs  of  Elizabeth  his  wife.     He 
there  refers  to  the  right  of  his  wife.     Again,  he 
covenants  against  any  incumbrance  by  his  wife^ 
&c.,  in  respect  of  his  wife,  her  heirs,  &c.     The 
form  of  the  covenants  shew  that  the  right  of  the 
wife,  and  the  estate  depending  on  that  right,  which 
he  might  lawfully  convey,  were  only  considered. 
The  Court  was  not  bound  to  extend  the  construc- 
tion of  the  instrument  further  than  was  necessary 
to  satisfy  the  intent. 

Upon  the  question  as  to  the  statute  of  limit- 
ations, it  is  to  be  observed,  that,  under  the  deed  of 
177 If  the  estate  vested  in  trustees  who  were  to  per- 
mit  Catherine  or  her  assigns  to  take  the  rents  and 
profits  of  her  third  part  during  her  life  ;  and  with- 
out deciding  upon  any  nice  distinction  as  to  legal 
and  equitable  estates,  I  form  my  opinion  upon  the 
ground  that  it  is  impossible,  under  the  circum- 
stances of  this  case,  to  say,  with  any  semblance  of 
reason,  that  the  possession  of  the  assigns  of  Cathe- 
rine could  be  considered  as  adverse  to  the  right  of  a 
trustee  having  a  legal  estate  subject  to  the  right 
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1891.  created  by  that  equitable  assignment.  I  ansi  there- 
fore, of  opinion  that  the  judgment  should  be  af- 
finned,  and  advise  the  House  accordingly. 

As  to  the  point  of  form,  that  the  judgment  is 
for  the  whole,  whereas  it  ought  to  have  been  for  a 
third  of  the  estate,  the  Court  below  has  the  power 
to  prevent  the  Plaintiff  in  the  action  from  recover* 
ing  more  than  that  part  of  the  estate  to  which  his 
lessors,  the  children  of  Catherine,  are  entitled. 

Judgment  aflSrmed,  with  lOOL  costs. 
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IRELAND. 


(EXCHEdUER  CHAMBER.) 


Samuel  Cooke,  Peter  Free,  and  1  pj^^^^j^ . 
Edward  Down    ..-.*-j  *^* 

John  Bishop  of  Elphin,  and  the  Rev.  1  ^  ^^  w 
Thomas  Llotd,  Clerk  -    .    -    -  J      *^ 


Id  ^are  impedii  for  a  vicarage,  the  Plaintiff  gave  in  eviiiende  A 
•eittii  of  the  advowson  of  K.  in  Patrick  Barnwdl,  under  whom 
he  claimed,  and  produced  a  Regal  Visitation  Book,  dated  16th 
of  October,  1633,  in  which  appeared  the  following  entry:—. 
HenrtcuM  Comj^on^  in  jure  civUi  baccdreus  ac  verbi  Deipnt- 
diaUor^  admunujkit  ad  inserviend.  cur^s  anmarwm  in  EocHm 
f6li  de  KiUglaueper  Edwardum  Elphin^  EpHm*^  sexto  Octobru% 
16^.  In  all  the  entries  in  the  same  book,  where  a  party 
was  admitted  to  a  vicarage,  the  word  "  institutus**  was  used 
after  the  word  **  admissus,*'  and  in  all  but  one  instance  thift 
word  "  inducttu**  also.  Upon  a  trial  at  bar,  the  Judge* 
directed  the  jury  that  "  this,  in  legal  construction,  was 
**  to  be  taken  to  mean  in  the  present  case  that  Henry 
*«  Compton,  in  the  entry  named,  was  admitted  and  instituted 
<<by  Edward  King,  the  then  Bishop  of  Elphin,  to  the 
**  vicarage  of  KUgtma^  on  a  presentation  by  some  other 
*<  person  to  the  bishop ;  and  that  the  only  question  for  the 
"  consideration  of  the  jury  respecting  the  entry  was,  by 
**  whom  the  presentation  was  made ;  and  that  if  upon  the 
*<  whole  of  the  evidence  the  jury  should  believe  that  su<^h 
"  presentation  of  H.C.  was  made  by  Patrick  Barn  wall,  and 
**  that  the  advowson  of  the  vicarage  had  been  originally 
"  appendant  to  the  rectory,  and  had  not  been  disappebded 
<<  therefrom,  they  should  find  a  verdiet  for  the  Platniift." 
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The  Defendants  having  excepted  to  this  direction  of  the 
Judge :  Heldy  that  it  was  a  misdirection,  and  a  venire  de 
novo  awarded. 


X  HIS  case  arose  out  of  an  action  of  quare  im» 
peditf  which  was  brought  by  the  Plaintiffs  in  error 
claiming  the  right  of  presentation  to  the  vicarage 
of  Kilglass,  in  the  county  of  Roscommon  in 
Ireland,  and  in  the  diocese  of  Elphin. 

The  declaration  contained  two  counts. 

The  first  count  stated,  —  For  that  whereas  Sir 
Patrick  Barnwall,  Knight,  heretofore,  to  wit,  on 
the  4th  day  of  October,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord 
1623,  to  wit,  at  Kilglass,  in  the  county  of  Ros- 
common aforesaid,  was  seised  in  his  demesne  as  of 
fee  of  and  in  the  rectory  of  Kilglass,  with  the 
appurtenances,  in  the  county  of  Roscommon  afore- 
said, together  with  the  advowson  of  the  vicarage 
of  the  said  church  of  Kilglass  first  above  mentioned, 
which  did  and  doth  now  belong,  and  was  and  is 
thereunto  appendant ;  and  -being  so  seised  of  the 
said  rectory  of  Kilglass,  with  the  advowson  of  the 
said  vicarage  of  Kilglass,  with  the  appurtenances, 
and  the  said  Sir  Patrick  Barnwall  being  so  seised 
in  manner  and  form  aforesaid,  the  said  church 
of  Kilglass  became  vacant ;  and  being  so  vacant, 
the  said  Sir  Patrick  Barnwall,  on  the  4th  day  of 
October,  in  the  year  1622,  presented  to  the  said 
church  one  Henry  Compton,  his  clerk,  who  was 
on  such  presentation  admitted,  instituted,  and  in- 
ducted to  the  said  church  of  Kilglass  in  the  time 
of  peace,  in  the  reign  of  King  James  the  First, 
late  king  of  Ireland,  to  wit,  at  Kilglass  aforesaid, 
in  the  county  aforesaid.    (The  title,  as  deduced 
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irom  Sir  Patrick  Barnwall  to  the  Plaintifis,  was       18SI. 
then  set  forth.) 

The  count  then  concluded  thus :  — ^Whereupon 
and  whereby  the  said  Flaintifis  then  and  there 
became,  and  were,  and  from  thence  hitherto  have 
been,  and  still  are  seised  of  the  said  rectory,  and 
of  the  advowson  of  the  said  church  of  the  vicarage 
of  Kilglass  aforesaid  as  appendant  to  the  said 
rectory,  as  of  fee  and  right,  to  wit,  at  the  place 
and  county  aforesaid ;  and  being  so  seised  of  the 
said  advowson  of  the  church  aforesaid,  in  manner 
aforesaid,  the  said  church  became  and  is  now 
vacant  by  the  death  of  the  Rev.  Henry  Mansergh, 
late  incumbent  thereof,  (to  wit)  on  the  26th  of 
July,  in  the  year  1822,  to  wit,  at  the  place  and 
county  aforesaid,  and  for  that  reason  it  now  be- 
longs to  the  Plaintiffs  to  present  a  fit  person  to  the 
church  aforesaid.  And  the  said  Bishop  of  Elphin 
and  the  Rev.  Thomas  Lloyd  unjustly  disturb  the 
said  Plaintiffs  therein  (to  wit)  at  Kilglass  aforesaid, 
in  the  county  aforesaid. 

The  second  count  differed  from  the  first  only 
in  stating  the  advowson  of  the  vicarage  to  be  in 
gross. 

The  following  wer6  the  traverses  taken  by  the 
Bishop,  upon  which  issues  were  joined :  — 

Rrst  traverse  to  first  count. — Without  this,  that 
it  belongs  to  Plaintiffs  to  present  a  fit  person  to 
the  church  aforesaid,  of  the  vicarage  aforesaid,  in 
manner  and  form  as  in  the  said  first  count  is  sup- 
posed and  alleged. 

Second  traverse  to  first  count — Without  this, 
that  the  advowson  of  the  said  vicarage  of  the  said 
church  of  Kilglass,  in  the  said  first  count  men« 
tionedy  is  appendant,  and  belongs  to  the  rectory 
^  the  said  parish  of  Kilglass,  in  the  said  first 
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IBSI^      count  mentioned!  in  manner  and  form  as  therein 
is  supposed. 

Third  traverse  to  the  first  count.— Without  this, 
that  Matthew  Barnwall,  in  the  said  first  Count 
styled  Viscount  Bam  wall  of  Kingsland,  was  seised 
of  the  advowson  of  the  vicarage  of  the  church,  in 
the  said  first  count  mentioned,  in  manner  and  form 
as  in  the  said  first  count  mentioned. 

Fourth  traverse  to  first  count. — Without  this, 
that  Henry  Compton,  in  the  said  first  count  named, 
was  admitted  and  instituted  into  the  church  therein 
mentioned  at  the  presentation  of  Sir  Patrick  Barn- 
wall  therein  named,  in  manner  and  form  as  in  the 
said  first  count  mentioned. 

First  traverse  to  second  count — Without  this, 
that  it  belongs  to  the  Plaintifis  to  present  a  fit 
person  to  the  church  aforesaid  of  the  vicarage 
aforesaid,  in  manner  and  form  as  in  the  said  second 
count  is  supposed. 

Second  traverse  to  second  count — Without  this, 
that  the  Plaintifis  have  been  and  now  are  seised  of 
the  said  advowson  of  the  said  church  of  the  vicanage 
oC  Kilglass  aforesaid,  in  the  said  second  count  men* 
tioned,  as  of  an  advowson  in  gross  by  itself  as  of 
fee  and  right,  and  in  manner  and  form  as  therein 
is  supposed  and  mentioned. 

Third  traverse  to  second  count  —  Without  this, 
that  Matthew  Bamwall,  in  the  said  second  count 
styled  Viscount  Bamwall  of  Kingsland,  was  seised 
of  the  advowson  of  the  vicarage  of  the  church  in 
the  said  count  mentioned,  in  manner  and  form  as 
in  the  said  second  count  mentioned. 

Fourth  traverse  to  second  count—Without  this, 
that  Henry  Compton,  in  the  said  second  count 
mentioned,  was  admitted  and  instituted  into^the 
church  therein  mentioned,  at  the  presentation  of 
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Sir  Patrick  Bam  wall  therein  named,  in  manner       iSSl. 
and  form  as  in  the  said  second  count  mentioned* 

Issues  similar  to  tlie  first  and  second  joined  on 
the  Bishop's  plea,  to  the  said  two  counts  respec* 
tiveljy  were  also  joined  on  the  plea  of  the  De- 
fendant Thomas  Lloyd. 

The  Plaintiffs  upon  the  trial  produced  in  eyu 
dence :  -— 

Letters  patent,  dated  the  l6th  of  September, 
14th  of  James  the  First,  1616,  by  which  James 
the  First  granted  to  Sir  Patrick  Bamwall,  and  his 
heirs,  (among  other  things)  <<  the  rectory  of  Clon* 
twoyskert  and  Ballylege,  in  the  said  county,  which 
are  gathered  annually,  on  an  average,  three  couples 
of  grain  at  the  rate  of  10^.  yearly  each  by  valuation 
thereof  except  the  alterages  there,  which  also,  by 
valuation  thereof^  are  yeariy  IS^.  4fd.,  which  are 
ALLOTTED  JoT  the  curate's  STIPEND,  ond  Jbv  the 
re^d^ation  and  reparation  of  the  church;  and 
also  ihe  rectory  of  Killglasse,  and  the  tithes  of  the 
rectory  of  Killglasse,  in  said  county,  which  extend 
into  the  village  and  fields  of  Killglasse,  and  other 
villages  late  wasted,  and  yearly,  on  an  average, 
are  gathered,  by  four  couples  of  grain,  at  the  rate 
of  10s.  yearly,  by  valuation  thereof,  except  the 
alterages  there,  which  also,  by  valuation,  are  worth 
yeariy  6s.  8d.  with  two  couples  which  are  allotted 
fir  a  curate's  stipend,  and  for  the  reparation  of 
the  church  there,  &c. ;  also  the  advowsons,  pre- 
sentations, rights  of  patronage,  and  free  disposal 
rf  all  and  every  qf  the  vicarages,  and  also  all  and 
every  of  the  oblations,  obventions,  fruits,  profits, 
alterages,  stricks,  sokes,  jurisdictions,  mills,  tolls, 
warreoiy  minwies,  quarries,  rents,  and  services,  as 
well  of  liberties  of  customs,  tenements,  labors  of 
tfiiMiiitAj  £utn  fees,  farm  annuities,  heriots,  finesy 
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1831.  amerciaments,  courts  leet  and  visitation,  frank- 
pledges belonging  or  appertaining,  fairs,  markets, 
tolls,  tholsel,  customs,  rights,  jurisdictions,  fran- 
chises, immunities,  privileges,  profits,  commodities, 
advantages,  emoluments  and  hereditaments  what- 
soever, with  the  whole  of  their  appurtenances, 
known,  acknowledged,  or  esteemed,  situate,  lying, 
and  being  forthcoming,  growing,  or  arising  out  of^ 
in,  or  within  the  said  late  priories,  monasteries, 
rectories,  lands,  tenements,  and  other  heredita- 
ments aforesaid,  and  the  other  premises  above 
granted  by  these  presents,  or  any  of  them,  in  what- 
soever manner  belonging,  incident,  or  appendant, 
or  as  members,  parts  or  parcels  of  the  premises 
above  granted  by  these  presents,  or  any  of  them, 
or  at  any  time  before  this  esteemed,  known, 
taken,  occupied,  or  reputed;  and  also  our  re- 
version and  reversions,  remainder  or  remainders 
of  all  and  singular  the  premises  above  granted, 
and  parcels  of  any  of  them  dependant  or  ex- 
pectant of,  in,  or  above  any  gift  or  gifb,  con- 
cession or  concessions,  demise  or  demises  whatever 
or  whatsoever  of  the  premises,  or  any  of  them, 
before  this  made  or  granted,  being  of  record  or 
not  of  record,  and  all  and  singular  the  rents  and 
annual  profits  whatsoever  reserved  upon  any  de- 
mises or  concessions  of  the  premises,  or  any  of 
them,  before  this  made,  and  the  rents  and  profits 
as  well  casual  as  annual  of  all  and  singular  the 
premises  by  these  presents  above  granted,  and 
every  parcel  thereof;  and  further,  of  our  more 
abundant  and  special  grace,  from  certain  know- 
ledge and  mere  motion,  with  the  assent  of  the 
aforesaid,  we  have  granted  and  confirmed,  and  by 
these  presents  for  us,  our  heirs  and  successors,  do 
give,  grant,  and  confirm  to  said  Patrick  Barnwall, 


Firmarias 

Patrico  Barnwall 

Miles/* 
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Knight,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  the  aforesaid  late  1831. 
priories,  monasteries,  rectories,  tithes,  tenements, 
lands,  and  all  and  singular  the  premises  above 
granted  by  these  presents,  and  each  parcel  thereof, 
with  its  appurtenances,  and  our  whole  right,  title, 
state  and  interest  wheresoever  of,  in,  or  to  the  pre- 
mises before  granted,  paying  yearly,  &c.,  and  yield- 
ing and  giving  yearly  all  and  singular  procurations, 
curates'  stipends,  pensions,  rents,  services,  and 
all  other  charges  as  well  ordinary  as  extraordinary, 
arising  out  of  the  premises  or  any  part  or  parcel 
thereof. 

The  Flainti£&  then  gave  in  evidence  a  Regal 
Visitation  Book  of  the  diocese  of  £lphin,  dated 
the  10th  of  August,  1615,  and  read  thereout  the 
following  entry :  — 

<<  Rectoriae  pertinentes  ad  monasterium  de 

Clontusgertty : 

"  Rectoria  de  Clontusgertty^ 

"  Rectoria  de  Killtivnan 

<<  Rectoria  de  Killglass 

"  Rectoria  de  Bamblyn 

"  Rectoria  de  Killgefyn 

*'  Rectoria  de  Clontberna    * 

Another  Regal  Visitation  Book,  dated  the  l6th 
of  October,  1633,  and  read  thereout  the  following 

entry :  — 

**  Curat  de  Killglasse,  value  40^.  per  annum.  — 
"  Deus  Compton,  Curat  compt.  ext." 
And  also  the  following  entry :  — 
"  Henricus  Compton,  in  jure  civili  Bacc^eus 
"  ac  verbi  Dei  praedicator,  admissus  fuit  ad  inser- 
'•  viend.  curae  animarum  in  ecclia  pAli  de  Killglasse 
"per  Edwardum  Elphin,  epAm.  sexto  Octobris, 
«  1622.*' 


110  CASES   IN  THE  HOUSE   OF  LORDS 

IBSI.  The  Plaintiffi  then  gave  in  evidence  an  Inquisi- 

tion, post  mortem^  finding  that  Sir  Patrick  Barn- 
wall  died  11th  of  January,  l6iS2,  that  Nicholas 
Barnwall  was  his  son  and  heir,  and  was  thirty  years 
oU  at  his  father's  death. 

The  Plaintiffs  then,  by  a  witness,  proved  the 
pedigree  of  the  Barnwall  family  as  in  the  declar- 
ation rtated^  and  that  the  several  members  of  that 
family  in  the  declaration  named  were  persons  pro- 
fessing the  Roman  Catholic  religion^  until  the 
period  ef  the  conformity  of  Matthew  Lord  Vis- 
count Barnwall,  and  also  the  extinction  of  the  limit- 
ations prior  to  that  which  vested  in  Matthew  Lord 
Viscount  Barnwall  as  in  the  declaration  stated. 

The  Plaintiffs  then  proved  the  deed  of  the  Slst 
of  July,  1698,  in  the  declaration  mentioned, 
wherel^  Nicholas  Lord  Viscount  Barnwall  of 
Kingsland  granted  and  released  to  Lord  Rosse, 
Lord  Kingston,  and  Christopher  Barnwall,  and 
their  heirs  (inter  aUd) 

All  that  and  all  those  the  manors,  castles,  towns, 
lands  and  hereditaments  of  Clontoskert  and  Bally- 
lege,  Clontoorkert,,  Magher,  Ballinderry,  the  ferry 
of  Ballylege,  half  a  cartron  and  half  a  greeve  in 
Currowbane,  half  a  qu^^ter  in  Carroward,  half  a 
cpsarter  in  Carrowinaning,  one  cartron  in  Lisgoli* 
bin,  Clonerick  two  greeves,  Dowhill  one  cartron, 
the  greeve  of  Bumlin,  the  tithes  and  rectories  of 
Clontoskert  and  Ballylege,  the  moiety  of  the 
rectory  and  tithes  of  Killglasse,  the  moiety  of  the 
rectory  and  tithes  of  the  parish  of  Killgefin^  and 
twenty  acres  glebe  land  therein,  the  moiety  of  the 
whole  rectory  of  the  parish  of  Killevane,  aUas 
Killevan,  the  moiety  of  the  whole  rectory  of  the 
parish  of  Portreney,  the  moiety  of  the  tithes  both 
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great  and  small  of  the  half  parish  of  Bumlin^  and  1851. 
the  parish  of  Clonfelagh,  all  which  said  last  meor 
tioned  premises  are  situate,  lying  and  being  in  the 
county  of  Roscommon,  and  all  his  the  said  Viscount 
Kingsland's  lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments 
in  the  kingdom  of  Ireland,  with  all  commons,  bogs, 
landsy  tenements,  royalties,  fisheries,  waters,  water 
courses,  woods,  underwoods  and  appurtenances 
thereunto  respectively  belonging  or  appertaining; 
and  all  his  the  said  Viscount  Kingsland's  estate 
and  interest  in  law  and  in  equity,  of,  in  or  to  the 
said  lands,  tenements  and  premises,  and  every  of 
them^  of  all  which  premises  the  said  Lord  Viscount 
Ross,  and  Lord  Baron  Kingston,,  and  Christopher 
Bamwally  were  in  the  actual  possession  by  force 
and  virtue  of  one  bargain  and  sale  to  them  therec^ 
made  for  cme  year  by  the  said  Lord  Viscount 
Kingsland,  in  consideration  of  5$.  sterling  by  deed 
iHdented,  bearing  date  the  day  next  before  the  day 
of  the  date  of  said  indenture,  and  of  the  statute  for 
transferring  uses  into  possession. 

The  Plaintiffs  next  produced  a  visitation  book 
of  the  diocese  of  Elphin,  of  the  year  172^»  con- 
taining {inter  alia)  the  entry  following :  — 

"  Kilglass.  ~  Rect  spect.  ad  Dom.  Vic.  Com. 
**  BarnwalL  -^  Reverend  Edward  Muns,  vicarius.'* 

Another  visitation  book  of  the  diocese,  for  1727> 
coBtaining  (inter  alia)  the  following  entry :  — 

*<  Kilglass.  --i  Rect  spec,  ad  Dom.  Vic.  Com. 
"  BarnwalL  —  Reverend  Edward  Muns,  vica^ 
•*  rius." 

The  certificate  of  the  conformity  of  Matthew, 
Viscount  Kingsland,  was^  then  produced,  dated  the 
8th  of  January,  1815,  and  enrolled  on  the  9th. 

The  Plaintiffi  then  produced  a  deed  a£  convey- 
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1831.  ance  to  tbem  from  Matthew,  Lord  Barnwall,  of 
the  rectory  and  advowson  in  question,  and  a  fine 
and  recovery  of  the  rectory  and  advowson,  by 
Matthew,  Lord  Barnwall. 

The  Defendants  gave  in  evidence  the  first-men- 
tioned Regal  Visitation  Book  of  the  10th  of  August, 
1615,  and  read  thereout  the  following  entry :  — 

**  Nomina  Vicariam  quas  Etia  Laici  usurpant 
"  quAn  NosB  sequntur/* 

Vicaria  de  Owran  -         -     val.  Q4f$. 

Vicaria  de  Killgefyn  -  -  val.  20^. 
Vicaria  de  Bamlyn  -  -  val.  20*. 
Vicaria  de  Clonibeman  -    val.  20*. 

Vicaria  de  Killglass  -  -  val.  20*. 
The  Defendants  then  gave  in  evidence  the 
other  Regal  Visitation  Book  of  the  l6th  of  Oc- 
tober, 1633,  and  relied  lipon  the  latter,  and  the 
several  entries  therein,  to  shew  from  the  context 
that  the  last-mentioned  entry  of  the  admission 
of  Henry  Compton  to  serve  the  cure  of  souls 
in  the  parish  church  of  Kilglass,  might  and  did 
apply  to  the  admission  of  Henry  Compton,  as 
<:urate  to  the  curacy  of  Kilglass,  and  that  it  did 
not  in  this  case  necessarily,  or  in  legal  acceptation, 
imply  a  presentation  and  an  institution  of  the  said 
Henry  Compton  to  the  vicarage  of  Kilglass. 

The  entries  in  the  book  of  1633  chiefly  relied 
upon  by  the  Defendants,  were  the  following :  — 
"  Mr.   Henry    Compton,    a^  ^j 

"  ffood  preacher,  vicar  deClon-  i        .  .    -n     j. 
,,  2ii:t?a         r  ^        ii.r     vmi    Frsedica- 
"  nnlagh,  Epus  confert — valet  j 

jfVIII.  sterling  per  annum."  J 

Vicar    de    Shankill  —  Epiis    confert  —  valet 

jfllll.  sterling  per  annum. -^  Idem  Compton 

vicar  compt  exht.  inservit  cures  p'sonaliter. 
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Curat  de  Killglass  —  val.  40^.   per    ann. —       lasi. 
Deus  Compton  curat  cornet  ext' 
"  Curat  de   Kilbride  —  val.  jf  III  per  ann.  — 
"  Idem  Compfon  ci/rat  compt. 

••  Henricus  Compton  in  jure  Civili  Baccare^  ac 
*^  verbiPraedicator  admissus  fuit  ad  inserviend.  curas 
'*  animanim  in  Ecclia  p61i  de  Kilglass  per  !l^d- 
**  wardum  Elphin  Epum  —  sexto  Octobris  1622. 

"  £t  admissus  fuit  ad  inserviend  curae  animarum 
"  in  Eccliis  polis  de  Kilbride  et  Derrin  Elphin 
"  Dioc  per  praefat  Epum  X  Aprilis  1624. 

**  De^s  Henricus  admissus  fuit  ad  vicariam  de 
**  Shankill  Elphin  T>i6d  et  institutus  in  eandem 
pr.  prsefat.  Epum  X  Nov.  1621  et  inductus  in 
eandem  per  Erasmum  Matthew  Archinum.  El- 
phin 30  Aprilis  1622. 

^'  Admissus  et  institutus  fuifi  in  vicariam  de 
*^  Clonfinlah  pr.  prasfat.  Epum  18  Januarii  1627. 
<<  Et  inductus  in  eandem  per  prasfat  Erasmum 
"  Matthew  septimo  Junii  Anno  Dmi.  1628." 

To  shew  that  the  vicarage  of  Kilglass  was  stated 
in  1633  to  be  an  impropriate  vicarage,  the  follow- 
ing entries  were  read :  — 

IMPROPRIATIONS^ 

Comes  de  Clanricarde,  1  Valet  ^L  sten  pet  An- 
Preb6nd  de  l!)r6mcliflfe,  J      num. 
Comes  de  Clanricarde,  T 
Rector  de  Raharrow,    j-  Valent  ^XLV. 
Rect  de  Artcame,      J 
Sir  William  Usher,  i 

Vicar  t)e  Kiltevan,  ^V.  I  i  rfat. 

Vicar  De  KUmian,    jf  V.  f      *^    *^ 
Vicar  d6  Raharrow,  jf V.  J 
vol..  V.  I 
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18SK      Vicar  De  St  John's,  ^y  1  j^^^^^ 
"^^     Vicar  De  KiUneny,  rfV.  J      ^    ^ 

GEORGIUS    CRAFTON,   AR. 

Vicar  De  Resert  als  Insersnow  ^111—  Vicar 
De  KiU  M'Trenin  XI^. 

Vicar  de  Kill  M*Owen  XXX^. 


NICHOLAS   BARNWALL,   AR. 

Vicar  De  Clonibrenan,  i 
Vicar  De  Killglasse 

Vicar  De  Killgeffin,  Vi- 
car  de  Bomlin 


Valent  omnes  j€XXX. 


JOHN   CROFTON,    AR. 

Vicar  De  Lissenufiy  -  -  XX^. 

That  in  almost  every  case  where  the  vicarage  is 
stated  to  be  impropriate,  curates  only  appeared, 
and  that  different  values  were  set  upon  the  impro- 
priations and  the  curacies. 

The  following  entries  were  read :  — 

Imp. -—Rector  de  Raharrow  et  Ardcam,  val. 
jf  45  —  Comes  de  Clanricarde. 

Imp.  —  Vicar  de  Raharrow,  val.  jP5.  —  Sir  Wil- 
liam Usher. 

Curat  de  Raharrow,  val.  10^.  —  John  Browne. 

Imp.  —  Vicar  de  Killmion,  val.  5^.  —  Sir  Wil- 
liam Usher. 

Curat  de  Killmion,  val.  10^.  John  Brown,  Curat 
comp. 

Imp.  —  Vicar  de  St  John,  val.  5s.  —  Sir  John 
Usher. 

Curat  de  St  John,  val.  5s.  -^  John  Brown  Curat 
comp. 
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Imp.  —  Vicar  de  Kilreny,  val.  £5  —  Sir  William 
Usher. 

Curat  de  Kilreny,  val.  10^. — ^John  Brown  Curat 
coinp. 

Imp Rectory  et  Vicar  of  KiUride,  val.  ^SQO 

—  Christopher  Delahyde  Arm. 

Curat  de  Killride,  val.  40^.  —  Henry  Compton, 
Curat  comp. 

Imp. — Vicar  de  Kilm'Owen,  val.SO^.  — Georgius 
Crofioii. 

Curat  de  Kilm'Owen,  S.  Hawkes,  Curat 


►val.  omnes  dS30< 


Imp.  —  Vicar  de 
Clonbrenan. 

Imp.  —  Vicar  de 
Killgeffin        .      . 

Vicar    de     Kil- 
glass 

Vicar  de    Bom- 
blyn  -  - 

Curat  de  Kilglass,  val.  40^.,  Henry  Compton, 
Curat  comp. 


Nicholas 
Bamwall. 

Do. 

Nicholas 
Bamwall. 

Do. 


«    

That  the  titles   to   the   curacies  which  John 

Brown,  S.  Hawkes,  and  Henry  Compton  served, 
were  only  "  admissions  *'  to  serve  "  the  cure  of 
souls,"  not  followed  by  any  institution  or  induc- 
tion.— The  following  entries,  stating  their  titles, 
were  read  (viz) :  — 

Johannes  Brown  clicus  Artium  Mag.,  Divini  verbi 
Prasdicator  admissus  fuit  ad  inserviend  curae  ani- 
marum  in  Ecclis  p61ibus  de  Killmian,  Kilreny, 
Raharrow,  et  St  John's,  per  Elphin  Epum,  20th 
November,  1632. 
Samuel  Hawkes «— Admissus  fuit  per  prefatum 
Epikm  ad  inserviendum  curse  animarum  in  Ec- 

I  2 
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1851.  dta  parochiali  de  Ahamplish  et  Kilm-Owen, 

23d  January,  1625. 
Henry  Compton  —  Admissus  fuit  ad  inserviendimi 
curae  animarum  in  Ecclis  de  Kilride  et  Derrin 
Elphin  Dioc  per  prsefat  Epum,  x  ApviHs,  1624. 
£t  admissus  fuit  in  inserviendum  curae  anima- 
rum in  Parochia  Ecclia  de  Kil€^lass  per  Ed- 
wardum  Epiim  de  Elphin  sexto  Octobris  162S. 

To  shew  that  there  were  certain  vicarages  ap- 
propriated tio  spiritual  bodies,  the  Defendants  read 
the  following  entries :  — 

Vicar  de  Ogulach  —  Spect.  ad  Decan, 

Rector  and  Vicar  de  Asselyne  —  Spect.  ad  De- 
can. 

To  shew  that  in  all  these  cases  curates  only  ap- 
peared, the  ft)llowing  entries  were  read  :  — -• 

Curat  de  Ogulagh,  val.  20^.  S.  Hawkes,  Cu- 
rat compt.  et  exht. 

Curat  d^  Asselyne —  Erasmus  Matthew  Curatus 
compt. 

To  prove  that  the  title  which  Samuel  Hawkes 
exhibited  to  the  curacy  of  Ogulagh,  was  only  an 
admission  to  serve  the  cure  of  souls,  similar  to  that 
of  H^nry  Compton  to  the  curacy  of  Kilglass,  the 
fbllbwing  entiy  was  read :  — 

**  Et  admissus  fuit  per  praefat  Epi^m  ad  inservi- 
*<  endum  curse  animarum  in  Ecclesia  pch.  de  Ogu- 
••  togh —  21st  of  December,  1629." 

That  the  title  which  Samuel  Hawkes  shewed 
to  the  curacies  of  Ahamplish  and  Killm.-Owen, 
the  latter  of  which  is  stated  to  be  an  impropriate 
vicarage,  were  also  similar,  the  before-mentioned 
entry  was  read  (viz.) :  — 


bi  Prsedicator  con- 
fert  et  exht. 


good  divine  and  preacher     - 

Vicar  de  Creere  — Epus 
confert  val.  d3  per  annum. 

Curatus  de  Elphini,  val.  ^6.  —  Idem  Hawkes 
Curatus  confert. 

Curatus  de  Ahamplisb,  val.  405.  per  annum*  •— 
Idem  Hawkes  Curatus  confert  exht 

Curatus  de  Ogulagh,  val.  QOs.  per  annum.  •» 
Idem  Hawkes  Curat  confeit  et  exht. 

To  prove  that  in  some  instances  curates  appeared 
in  the  case  of  spiritual  vicarages,  where  vicars  also 
appeared,  the  following  entry  was  read :  — 

"  Vicatf  de  Calrea." — Idem  W.  Roy  croft  compL 
••  et  exht" 

<<  John  Hamilton  Clericus  in  Artibus  Mag. 
*<  verbi  divini  Praedicator.  —  Curatus  compt  exht 
"  admissionem." 

To  prove  that  the  titles  which  William  Eoy- 
croft  shewed  to  the  vicarage  were  a  presentation, 

I  3 
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«  Admissus  fiiit  per  praefat  Epi\m  ad  inservien-       laai. 
*«dam   cursB  animarum  in  Ecclia  Parochiali  de      ^-^v— ^ 
«  AhampUsh  et  Killnu^Owen,  23  Julii,  1625."  T" 

But  that  when  the  said  Samuel  Hawkes  appeared 
as  vicar  of  the  vixrarage  of  Oreeve,  the  titles  he 
shewed  were  the  following :  — 

**  Institus  fiiit  per  praefatum  EpAra  ad  Vicariam 
"  de  Creeve,  25  March,  1628." 

"  Et  inductus  ad  eandem  per  Henricum  Sharp 
"  ex  mandato  praefati  Erasmi  Mathew^  14th  Octo- 
«  ber,  1628.*' 

To  shew  that  Samuel  Hawkes  in  the  first  part 
of  the  book  of  1633,  is  described  as  appearing  as 
vicar  of  Creeve,  but  only  as  curate  of  Ogulagh, 
the  following  entries  were  read  :  — 

Mr.   Samuel    Hawkes,    ai  -^,    .       t^,.  .  . 

Clericus  Divini  ver- 
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188K  institution,  and  induction,  to  the  vicarage  at  Cal*- 
rea,  the  entries  of  the  presentation  by  King  James 
the  First  of  the  said  William,  to  the  vicarage  of 
Drumclifie  and  Calrea,  and  the  institution  and  in- 
duction of  William  Roycroft  into  the  latter,  on 
the  20th  of  August,  1622,  and  the  26th  of  Sep- 
tember,  1622,  respectively,  as  set  forth  in  the  latter 
part  of  the  Visitation  Book  of  1633,  were  read ; 
and  to  shew  the  title  which  John  Hamilton  had 
to  the  curacy,  the  following  entry  was  read :  — 

*<  Johannes  Hamilton,  Clericus  Artium  Magister 
*<  divini  verbi  Frsdicator  admissus  fuit  per  Epiim 
**  Elphin  ad  inserviend  curse  animarum  in  Eccliis 
'<  p61ibus  de  Drumcliffe  et  Calrea,  primo  Augusti, 
«*  1632/' 

That  in  the  instances  also  of  the  spiritual  vicar- 
i^es  of  Ahaskeragh  and  Killrowan,  Florence  Nelly 
was  instituted  and  inducted  to  those  vicarages,  and 
that  Hugh  Lally  also  appeared  as  curate  to  them^ 
but  was  admitted  only  ad  peragendum  qfficium  Cu* 
rati,  and  that  different  values  were  put  on  these 
vicarages  and  on  the  curacies ;  the  several  entries 
in  the  book  of  1633,  relating  to  the  said  parishes 
and  curacies,  were  read. 

The  book  of  1633  was  generally  relied  on  by 
the  Defendants,  to  shew  that  the  distinction  be* 
tween  curates  and  vicars,  and  between  curacies 
and  vicarages  was  maintained  throughout;  and  that 
there  were  above  forty  instances  appearing  therein 
of  admissions  to  vicarages,  all  followed  by  institu« 
tion  and  induction,  the  admissions  of  the  curates 
being  either  ad  inserviendum  euros  animarum  or  ad 
peragendum  qfficium  curaii  —  the  proper  words 
under  different  circumstances  to  use  for  the  ad- 
mission of  curates ;    and  that,  therefore,  on  the 
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whole,  from  the  words  of  the  entry  relative  to  18SI. 
Heniy  Compton's  admission  to  serve  the  cure  of 
souls  in  Kilglass,  no  necessary  implication  or  legal 
inference  existed  in  the  present  case,  that  he  was 
presented,  admitted,  and  instituted  to  the  vicarage 
of  Kilglass,  which  in  the  same  book  is  stated  to 
have  been  impropriate. 

The  Defendants  then  gave  in  evidence  books 
from  the  office  of  first  fruits,  containing  entries  of 
all  collations,  institutions,  and  admissions  to  eccle- 
siastical benefices  in  Ireland,  made  by  the  several 
archbishops  and  bishops,  from  which  they  read  and 
gave  in  evidence,  certain  entries  contained  in  the 
books,  dated  the  22d  of  April,  1640;  37th  of 
April,  1674;  17th  of  August,  I678;  Sd  of  Sep- 
tember, 1729;  SOth  of  July,  I7SO;  of  collations 
by  the  bishop  to  the  vicarage  of  Kilglass.  And 
they  proved  that  the  earliest  Visitation  Book,  or 
other  record  or  paper  to  be  found  in  the  registry 
office  of  the  diocese  of  Elphin,  was  a  certain  book 
then  produced,  in  which  the  earliest  entry  is  dated 
the  2d  of  March,  I666. 

The  Defendants  further  gave  in  evidence,  a 
book  of  titles  or  title  deeds  of  the  diocese  of 
Elphin,  bearing  date  in  1666,  and  which  contained 
(inter  alia)  entries  of  collations  by  the  bishop  to 
the  vicarage  of  Kilglass  of  the  following  dates, 
viz,  11th  March,  I666,  21st  March,  I74O,  18th 
February,  1750,  23d  September,  178O,  3d  Sep- 
tember,  1822. 

The  Defendants  also  gave  in  evidence  letters 
patent  of  Charles  the  Second,  dated  20th  of  Ja^ 
nuan',  1665,  by  which,  among  other  things,  the 
King  granted  to   Henry  Lord  Viscount  Kings- 
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1831.  land,  his  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever  (amongst  other 
things)  the  nionastery  and  lands  of  Clontuskert 
HL^  one  quarter,  containing  fifty- nine  acres  profitable 
land  plantation  measure,  and  twenty-eight  acres 
unprofitable  (be  the  same  more  ov  less),  the  moiety 
of  the  tithes  of  the  parish  of  Kilglass,  and  also 
the  rectory  of  the  half  pariah  of  fiumlin ;  and 
also  the  titlies  of  the  parishes  of  Clontuskert, 
&c.  And  also  all  and  singular  castles,  &a :  to  be 
held  of  us,  our  heirs  and  successors,  as  of  our* 
castle  of  Dublin,  in  free  and  common  socage; 
yielding  and  paying  therefore  and  thereout  yearly 
unto  us,  our  heirs  and  successors,  at  the  receipt 
of  our  exchequer  in  our  said  kingdom  of  Ire* 
land,  or  to  the  hands  of  our  vice-treasurer  or 
general  receiver  of  the  rents  and  revenues  of  our 
said  kingdom  of  Ireland,  for  the  time  being,  for 
said  monasteries  and  lands  of  Clotuskert  one 
quarter,  the  yearly  rent  of  lO^.  sterling ;  and  for 
the  aforesaid  greve  of  land  in  Bumlin,  the  yearly 
rent  of  1^.  &/•  sterling,  which  said  several  rents 
are  the  composition  rents  now  payable  to  us  there- 
out, and  for  the  said  moiety  of  the  tithes  of  the 
said  parish  of  Kilglass,  and  the  said  rectory  of  the 
laalf  parish  of  Bumlin,  the  said  tithes  of  the  parish 
of  Clontuskert,  &c.,  the  yearly  rent  of  6L  10^.  8(L 
sterling. 

The  Judges,  in  summing  up  the  evidence  given 
c^  the  trial,  stated  as  their  opinion  to  the  jury, 
that  upon  the  true  construction  of  the  lettera 
patent,  granted  by  James  the  First,  Patrick  Barn- 
wall,  the  patentee  therein  named,  was  seised  of 
the  entire  rectory  of  Kilglass.  Whereupon  the 
counsel  for  the  Defendants,  on  behalf  of  the  De^ 
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fendants,  excepted  to  the  opinion  of  the  Judge8|  18S1. 
and  insisted  that  Patrick  Barnwall  ivas  not  seised  ^^^'^^ 
of  the  entire  rectory  of  Kilglass  by  virtue  of  the  «• 
patent.  The  Judges  further  gave  it  as  their  ^^^^^ 
opinion  to  the  jury,  that  the  advowson  of  the 
vicarage  aforesaid  should  by  intendment  of  law  be 
taken,  &c.  to  be  appendant  to  the  rectory,  unless 
there  was  evidence  to  satisfy  the  jury  to  the  con- 
trary, to  which  opinion  of  tiie  Judges  the  counsel 
for  the  Defendant^  excepted.  The  Judges  further 
gave  it  as  their  opinion  to  the  jury,  that  if  at  the 
the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  deed  of  1698  the 
advowson  of  the  vicarage  was  in  Nicholas  Viscount 
Barnwall,  party  to  the  deed,  as  appendant  to  the 
rectory,  the  Plaintiffs  under  and  by  virtue  of  the 
deed,  and  the  determination  of  the  previous  limit- 
ations therein  contained,  and  of  the  conformity  in 
1815,  and  by  force  of  the  said  deeds  of  convey- 
ance of  the  30th  of  May,  1815,  and  of  the  20th  of 
November,  1816,  made  to  them,  and  the  said  re- 
covery, were  seised  of  the  said  advowson.  To 
this  opinion  of  the  Judges  the  counsel  for  the 
Defendants  also  excepted,  and  insisted  that  there 
was  no  evidence  given  in  the  cause  that  Matthew 
then  Viscount  Barnwall,  who  so  conformed,  was  the 
heir  at  law  of  Nicholas,  party  to  the  deed  of  1698. 
And  that,  therefore,  the  Flaintiffa»  claiming  through 
him,  could  not  by  means  of  the  conformity  entitle 
themsfelves  to  any  estate  in  the  advowson  of  the 
vicarage.  The  Judges  gave  their  opinion  to  the 
jury,  that  if  they  believed  that  at  the  time  of  the 
execution  of  the  deed  of  1698  Nicholas  Lord 
Viscount  Barnwall  was  seised  of  the  entirety  of  the 
rectory,  and  that  the  vicarage  was  at  such  time  ap- 
pendant thereto^  that  then  under  and  by  virtue  of 
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1831.      the  deed  of  1698,  and  the  evidence  of  the  pedi- 
gree and  the  conformity  as  admitted  on  the  trial, 
Matthew  Lord  Kingsland  was  at  the  time  of  the 
execution  of  the  deed  seised  of  the  entirety  of  the 
advowson  of  the  vicarage  of  Kilglass,  to  which 
opinion  of  the  Judges  the  counsel  for  the  Defend- 
ants excepted,  and  insisted  that  the  deed  of  1698 
conveyed  but  one  moiety  of  the  rectory  and  tithes 
of  Kilglass ;   the  Judges  further  delivered  their 
opinion  to  the  jury,  that  the  entry  in  the  Regal 
Visitation  Book  of  the  1 6th  of  October,  16S3,  which 
is  in  the  words  and  figures  following  (that  is  to 
say),  —  "  Henricus  Compton,  in  Jure  Civili  Bac- 
<<  careus  ac  verbi  Dei  prasdicator  admissus  fuit  ad 
inserviend.  curse  animarum   in  Ecclia  poli   de 
Kilglass,  per  Edwardum  Elphin  Epikm,   sexto 
"  Octobris,  1622,"  was  in  legal  construction  to  be 
taken  to  mean,  in  the  present  case,  that  Henry 
Compton,  in  the  entry  named,  was  admitted  and 
instituted  *by  Edward  King,  the  then  Bishop  of 
Elphin,  to  the  vicarage  of  Kilglass  on  a  present- 
ation by  some  other  person  to  the  bishop :  and 
that  the  only  question  for  the  consideration  of  the 
jury  respecting  the  entry  was,  by  whom  the  pre- 
sentation was  made ;  and  that  if  upon  the  whole 
of  the  evidence  the  jury  should  believe  that  such 
presentation  of  Henry   Compton    was  made  by 
Patrick  Barnwall,  and  that  the  advowson  of  the 
vicarage  had   been   originally  appendant  to  the 
rectory,  and  had  not  been  disappended  therefrom, 
they  should  find  a  verdict  for  the  Plaintifis.  Where- 
upon the  counsel  for  the  Defendants  excepted  to 
the  said  opinion  of  the  Judges,  and  insisted  that 
the  entry  in  the  Regal  Visitation  Book  should  not 
in  legal  construction  be  taken  in  this  case  to  mean 
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that  Henry  Compton,  in  the  entry  named,  was  1881. 
admitted  and  instituted  by  Edward  King,  the  then 
Bishop  of  Elphin,  to  the  vicarage  of  Kilglass  on 
the  presentation  of  some  other  person  to  the 
bishop.  The  Judges  left  the  case  to  the  jury, 
with  the  direction  and  opinion  so  given  by  them, 
and  excepted  to  by  the  counsel  for  the  Defend* 
ants.  And  the  jury  gave  their  verdict  for  the 
Plaintiffi,  and  found  that  it  did  belong  to  the 
Plaintifis  to  present  a  fit  and  proper  person  to  the 
church  and  vicarage  of  Kilglass  ;  that  the  advow- 
son  of  the  vicarage  belonged  to  the  rectory  of 
Kilglass ;  that  Matthew  Lord  Viscount  Barnwall  of 
Kingsland  was  seised  of  the  advowson  of  the 
vicarage  of  the  church  ^  of  Kilglass ;  that  Henry 
Compton  was  admitted  on  the  presentation  of  Sir 
Patrick  Barnwall ;  that  the  Flaintifis  had  been  and 
then  were  seised  of  the  advowson  of  the  church  of 
the  vicarage  of  Kilglass  as  of  fee  and  right ;  that 
Thomas  Lloyd  was  not  the  true  and  lawful  vicar 
on  the  day  of  issuing  the  writ  of  the  12th  of 
November,  1822 ;  that  the  value  of  the  living  was 
40j.  by  the  year ;  and  assessed  the  damages  of 
the  Plaintifl^  at  4tL  sterling.  And  upon  this  verdict 
judgment  was  given  by  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas  in  Ireland  in  favour  of  the  Plaintifis.  A 
writ  of  error  was  thereupon  brought  by  the  De- 
fendants in  the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber,  and 
that  Court  reversed  the  judgment  given  for  the 
Plaintiffi  by  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  and 
directed  a  venire  de  novo. 

The  Plaintifis  in  error  thereupon  brought  their 
writ  of  error  returnable  in  parliament,  to  reverse 
the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber 
in  Ireland. 
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l?3l.  For  the  Plaintiffs  in  error,  The  Attorney-General 

and  Mr.  Torriano. 

The  Judges  were  by  law  called  upon  to  give, 
and  justified  in  giving,  to  the  jury  their  construc- 
tion of  the  entry  relating  to  Henry  Compton,  and 
from  the  frame  and  language  of  the  charge,  it  ap- 
pears that  they  did  not  withdraw  from  the  jury 
the  question  of  construction.  The  exception  upon 
which  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas  was  reversed,  and  the  error  assigned  upon 
that  exception,  do  not  raise  the  objection  that  the 
Court  withdrew  the  question  of  construction  from 
the  consideration  of  the  jury.  The  true  question 
raised  by  the  exception  is,  whether  the  Judges 
had  in  their  direction  to  the  jury  put  a  correct 
interpretation  upon  the  entry,  not  whether  the 
Judges  had  decided  that  the  question  of  construc- 
tion was  for  the  Court  alone,  and  not  for  the  jury 
under  the  direction  of  the  Court  to  make. 

Taking  the  whole  charge  together  the  direction 
of  the  Court  amounts  to  no  more  than  this :  that 
legally  the  entry  coupled  with  the  other  parts  of 
the  case,  might  bear  the  construction  in  question, 
and  that  the  jury  might  legally,  under  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case,  put  such  a  construction  upon 
the  entry.  The  direction  given  by  the  Judges 
was  proper,  and  if  the  question  of  construction  had 
been  le^l  to  the  jury  without  any  suggestion  from 
the  Court,  they  might  legally  have  arrived  at  the 
same  conclusion. 

For  the  Defendants  in  error.  Dr.  Lushingtim 
aod  Mr.  Follett. 

The  Plaintiffs  have  shewn  no  title  in  themselves 
to  present  to  the  vicarage  in  question.  They  have 
given  no  proof  of  any  seisin  of  the  advowson  in 
any  one  under  whom  they  claim. 
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It  is  not  an  intendment  of  law,  in  th^  absence      1B9I. 
of  evidence  to  the  contrary,  that  the  advowson  of 
the  vicarage  of  Kilglass  was  appendant  to  the 
rectory. 

The  advowson  of  the  vicarage  did  not  pas* 
to  Sir  Patrick  Barnwail  by  the  patent  of  King 
James. 

There  was  no  proof  that  Matthew  Viscount 
Bamwall,  who  conformed  to  the  Protestant  re- 
ligion, was  the  heir  of  Nicholas  Viscount  Barn- 
wall  of  Kingsland,  party  to  the  deeds  of  the  20th 
and  21st  of  July,  1698,  and  who  is  alleged  by 
the  Plaintiffs  to  have  professed  the  popish  religion. 
And  if  the  said  Matthew  Viscount  Barnwail  of 
Kiogsland  was  not  the  heir  of  Nicholas,  his  con- 
forming to  the  Protestant  religion  does  not  confirm 
any  title  upon  the  Plaintiffs  claiming  through 
him.  The  deed  of  1698  conveyed  but  one  moiety 
of  the  rectory  and  tithes  of  Kilglass. 

The  jury  ought  not  to  have  been  told  that  the 
meaning  of  the  entry  in  the  Regal  Visitation 
Book  of  tlie  l6th  of  October,  1633,  must  in  legal 
construction  be  taken  to  mean  that  Henry  Comp- 
ton  in  the  entry  named,  was  admitted  and  insti- 
tuted by  the  then  Bishop  of  Elphin  to  the  vicarage 
of  Kilglass,  on  the  presentation  of  some  other 
person  to  the  bishop ;  and  that  the  only  question 
for  the  consideration  of  the  jury  respecting  the 
entry  was,  by  whom  the  presentation  was  made. 
In  legal  construction,  the  entry  in  question  ought 
not  to  be  taken  to  have  such  meaning. 

The  jury  ought  to  have  been  told  to  compare 
and  weigh  that  entry  with  the  other  evidence  in 
the  cause,  and  to  have  given  their  opinion  upon 
the  effect  and  meaning  to  be  attached  to  it. 
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1881.  Lord  Tenterden. — The  effect  of  the  reversal  in 

this .  case  was  to  send  the  cause  to  a  new  trial,  not 
to  put  an  end  to  the  suit.  If  the  House  should 
determine  that  the  judgment  of  the  Exchequer 
Chamber  should  be  affirmed,  the  right  will  remain 
to  be  determined  by  the  result  of  a  new  trial. 

Being  of  opinion  that  the  judgment  ought  to  be 
affirmed,  I  shall  abstain  from  expressing  any  opinion 
as  to  the  right,  confining  my  observations  to  the 
single  point  before  us,  and  studiously  avoiding  the 
expression  of  an  opinion  which  would  be  extra- 
judicial, and  which  might  be  quoted  as  indicating 
my  view  of  the  case  upon  the  future  investigation 
of  this  very  important  case  when  it  is  again 
brought  before  the  Court  below. 

The  suit  was  prosecuted  by  the  Plaintiffit  in 
error,  claiming  the  right  of  presentation  to  the 
vicarage  of  Kilglass.  In  a  proceeding  of  that 
kind  the  plaintiff  must  prove  that  he  or  those 
under  whom  he  claims  have  made  a  presentation 
to  the  living.  This  is  the  only  legal  evidence  of 
the  right  If  it  were  otherwise,  any  person  might 
set  up  a  claim  to  present  a  clerk  without  a  shadow 
of  right,  and  contrary  to  reason  and  common 
sense.  It  was  alleged  by  the  Plaintifis,  in  order 
to  shew  their  seisin,  that  Sir  P.  Barnwall,  under 
whom  they  claimed,  had  presented  Henry  Comp- 
ton  to  the  vicarage  in  16S2. 

For  proof  of  this  allegation,  an  entry  was  pro- 
duced from  the  Visitation  Book  of  the  diocese, 
dated  in  the  year  1633,  by  which  it  appeared  that 
Henry  Compton  was  admitted  ««  ad  inserviendum 
"  cures  anhnarum*'  in  the  church  of  Kilglass  by 
Edward  King,  then  Bishop  of  Elphin,  on  the  6th 
of  October,  1622. 

This  cause  was  tried  at  bar  in  the  Court  of  Com- 
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mon  Pleas  in  Ireland.    Many  points  arose ;  excep-       1881. 
tions  were  taken  to  the  directions  of  the  Judges ; 
and  being  put  on  the  record,  were  brought  by  writ 
of  error  before  the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber 
in  Ireland,  and  now  before  this  House.     The  ex- 
ceptions were    to  various  matters ;    but  as   one 
exception  alone  has  been  the  subject  of  argument 
at  the  bar  of  the  House,  I  propose  to  confine  my- 
self to  that  exception.     The  direction  of  the  Judge 
was,  that  the  entry  in  the  Regal  Visitation  Book 
was,  in  legal  construction,  to  be  taken  to  mean 
that  H.  C.  was   admitted  and  instituted  by  the 
bishop  on  the  presentation  of  some  other  person, 
and  tiiat  "  if  upon  the  whole  of  the  evidence  the 
*<  said  jury  should  believe  that  such  presentation 
**  of  the  said  Henry  Compton  was  made  by  the 
**  said  Patrick  Barnwall,  and  that  the  advowson  of 
**  the  said  vicarage  had  been  originally  appendant 
"  to  the  said  rectory,   and  had  not  been  disap* 
^  pended  therefrom,  they  should  find  a  verdict  for 
"  the  Plaintiflfe.*'     The   exception  was,   that  the 
entry  in  the  Regal  Visitation  Book  should  not  in 
legal  construction  be  taken  in  this  case  to  mean 
that  Henry  Compton,  in  the  entry  named,  was 
admitted  and  instituted  by  Edward  King,   then 
Bishop  of  Elphin,  to  the  vicarage  of  Kilglass  on 
the  presentation   of   some    other  person  to  the 
bishop.      The  Judges  left  the  case  to  the  jury, 
with  the  direction  and  opinion  so  given  by  them, 
and  excepted  to  by  the  counsel  for  the  Defendants. 
It  was  urged  in  argument  at  the  bar,  that  this  was 
not  a  precise  direction  in  point  of  law,  but  that  the 
whole  matter  was  left  indistinctly  to  the  jury.   In  my 
opinion  the  objection  is  unfounded.      For  nothing 
can  be  more  precise  or  clear  than  this  direction 
10  point  of  law  as  to  the  construction  to  be  put 
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1881.  upon  the  entry.  The  question  then  arises,  whether 
the  riglit  construction  was  put  upon  this  entry  by* 
the  jury.  It  is  my  clear  opinion  that  they  adopted 
a  wrong  construction.  In  the  ordinary  forms  of 
speech,  the  admission  of  a  rector  or  vicar  is  diflbr- 
ently  expressed  from  that  of  a  curate.  A  curate 
is  admitted  only;  a  vicar  is  instituted  also  and 
generally  inducted.  The  distinction  is  clear  in 
the  general  form  of  the  appointments.  Words 
may  be  confounded  in  this  as  they  are  in  many 
other  instances.  But  in  the  ordinary  forms  of 
speech  of  the  unlearned,  as  well  as  the  learned, 
admission  is  the  word  peculiarly  applicable  to  a 
curate  and  institution  to  a  vicar. 

Looking  only  to  the  entry  itself,  I  should  be  of 
opinion  that  the  true  construction  had  not  been' 
put  upon  it,  unless  other  evidence  were  produced 
to  shew  that  in  this  instance,  contrary  to  usual 
acceptation,  the  words  were  to  be  taken  in  the 
sense  ascribed  to  them  by  the  verdict  On  liiis 
account  much  of  the  argument  at  the  bal*  tunled 
upon  the  examination  of  the  other  entries  in  this 
document ;  and  it  becomes  importailt  to  ascertain, 
by  such  investigation,  whether  admission  *^  ad  in* 
serviendum  euros  animarum "  means  institution  to 
a  vicarage.  From  the  entries  in  the  Visitation 
Book  as  to  the  same  person,  in  1633,  we  find  that 
he  was  admitted  to  the  curacies  of  Kilglass,  Kil- 
bride, and  Denin ;  but  to  the  vicarages  of  Shan- 
kill  and  Clonfinlagh  he  was  not  only  admitted  but 
instituted  and  inducted.  Looking  only  to  the 
case  of  this  individual,  we  find  two  instances  in 
which  he  was  admitted  to  curacies,  and  two  in- 
stances in  which  he  was  instituted  and  inducted 
into  vicarages.  Besides  the  case  of  this  person, 
in  examining  the  book^  I  have  found-  about*  twenty 
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instances  in  which  admission  to  curacies  are  noted^       isst. 
as  "  admissusjtdt  ad  inserviendum  curtE  animarum*^ 
or  "  ad  peragendum  qfficium  curatu**  and  more 
than  twenty  instances  in  which  admissions  to  vicar- 
ages are  set  down  as  "  instituttis  Jwt  in  vie.  et 
inductus  in  eandem^*'  and  in  all  the  instances  but 
one  the  institution  to  a  vicarage  is  followed  by  in- 
duction.   The  exception  is  in  the  case  of  one  of^ 
those  vicarages  which  are  noted  as  being  usurped. 
In  the  Visitation  book  of  1615,  mention  is  made 
of  the  vicarage  as  being  then  usurped.     The  ap- 
pointment of  Henry  Compton  was  between  1615 
and  1633,  and  the  vicarage  of  Kilglass  is  one  of 
those  which  are  stated  to  be  usurped  by  Sir  Patrick 
BamwalL    The  vicarage  was  then  not  held  by 
a  clergyman ;  a  state  of  things  which  it  would  be 
diflScuIt  to  understand,  if  it  had  not  been  reported 
as  usurped  by  Barnwall.    The  plain  meaning  of 
the  statement  is,  that  he  had  usurped  what  be- 
longed to  the  vicar.     The  rectory  was  then  in  the 
crown,  and  farmed  by  Barnwall,  to  whom  it  was 
afterwards  granted.      In  the  Visitation  Book  of 
16SS,  Compton  is  mentioned  as,  "  H.  Compton,  a 
good  preacher,  vicarius  de  Clonfinagh^^^  &c. ;  and 
this  agrees  with  the  entry  where  H.  Compton  is 
represented  as  having  been  admitted,  instituted, 
and  inducted  into  that  vicarage.      Many  other 
instances  are  to  be  found  in  these  books,  leading 
to  the  same  conclusion  j   and,  without  entering 
into  the  subject  more  at  large,  these  are  the  rea!- 
sons  which  induce  me  to  think  that  the  Judges  of 
the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  in  Ireland  have  put  a 
wrong  construction  upon  the  entry  in  question, 
and  that  the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber  did 
right  in  awarding  a  venire  de  novo. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

▼OL.  v.  Kr 
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IRELAND. 

(exchequer  chamber.) 

His  Majesty's  Attorkey- l  ^^  •  ^./p.    « 
^  \  Platntmm  Error  ; 

General J  ^ 

THOMAS  WiNSTANLEY    -    -    Dtfeudant  in  Error^ 

In  an  action  at  the  suit  of  the  King,  against  an  anctioneer  upon 
the  bond  given  to  make  returns  of  sales  by  auction,  held 
upon  demurrer  to  the  surrejoinder,  that  an  estate  which  has 
been  mortgaged  by  a  person  who  has  become  bankrupt,  and 
is  sold  by  auction  by  direction  of  the  assignees,  and  with  the 
concurrence  of  trustees  appointed  to  sell  the  estates  to  dis- 
charge incumbrances,  &c.  or  with  the  consent  of  the  mort- 
gagees, is,  by  the  statute  6  G.  4.  c.  16.  «•  98.,  exempt  from  the 
auction  duty. 


X  HIS  writ  of  error  was  brought  upon  a  judgment 
of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber,  affirming  a 
judgment  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  in  a  cause 
where  the  Defendant  in  error  wai?  Defendant,  and 
the  Kin^  was  Plaintiff. 

The  pleadings  before  the  Barons  of  the  Ex- 
chequer were,  in  substance,  as  follows : 

A  scire  facias  was  issued  from  the  Exchequert 
in  Trinity  term  1827,  to  the  Chancellor  of  the 
county  palatine  of  Lancaster,  reciting  the  bond  of 
Thomas  Winstanley,  dated  at  Westminster  on  the 
6th  day  of  July,  1826,  whereby  he  became  bpund 
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to  the  King  in  the  sum  of  500/.,  payable  at  a  day      183  K 
put 

The  Defendant  prayed  oyer  of  the  writ,  and  of 
the  return  therein,  which  were  read  to  him }  he 
also  prayed  oyer  of  the  bond,  and  of  the  condition 
of  the  bond,  which  were  severally  read  to  him.  The 
conation  is  in  these  words :  -« 

**  Whereas  by  an  act  of  parliament  passed  in 

^*  the  nineteenth  year  of  the  reign  of  his  late 

*^  Majes^  King  George  the  Third,  every  person 

^  using  or  exercising  the  trade  or  business  of  an 

**  auctioneer  is  obliged  to  take  out  a  licence  for 

**  that  purpose,  and  to  give  security  by  bond  to 

*^  his  Majesty,  with  two  or  more  sufficient  sureties, 

*^that  he  will  within  six  weeks  after  each  and 

«« evety  sale  by  way  of  auction,  deliver  to  the  per- 

**  son  appointed  to  receive  the  same,  an  exact  and 

^*  particular  account  in  writing  of  the  total  amount 

<^  of  the  money  bid  at  each  such  sale»  and  of  the 

<*  the  several  articles,  lots,  or  parcels  which  shall 

**  have  been  there  sold,  and  the  price  of  each  and 

**  every  such  article,  lot,  or  parcel ;  and  shall  at 

<^  the  same  time  make  payment  of  all  such  sum 

^  and  sums  of  money  as  i^all  be  due  and  payi^Ie  to 

^  his  Majesty,  in  pursuance  of  and  according  to 

^  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  that  act    And 

<<  whereas  the  above  bounden  Thomas  Winstanley 

^<  hath  been  duly  authorized  by  licence,  under  the 

**  hands  and  seals  of  Joseph  Simpson,  collector, 

^<  and  Morgan  Jones,  supervisor  of  excise,,  to  exer- 

^  else  the  trade  and  business  of  an  auctioneer, 

<<  without  the  limits  of  the  chief  office  of  excise  in 

<*  London.     And  whereas  by  an  act  of  parliament 

"  made  in  the  forty-second  year  of  the  reign  of 

**  his  said  late  Majesty,  every  such  auctioneer  is 
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'*  required  at  the  time  of  receiving  his  licence  to 
«*  give  security  by  bond,  with  two  sufficient  sure- 
**  ties  in  the  sum  of  SOL  each,  for  delivering  ac- 
**  counts  of  sales,  and  making  payments  of  duty  as 
«*  hereafter-mentioned.  And  whereas  William 
^*  Wales,  of  Liverpool  aforesaid,  hath  agreed  and 
**  is  to  become  bound  as  one  of  such  sureties }  and 
**  Thomas  Birchall,  of  Liverpool  aforesaid,  hath 
«  agreed  and  is  to  become  bound  as  the  other  of 
"  the  said  sureties,  according  to  the  form  and  effect 
"  of  the  said  act  of  the  forty-second  year  aforesaid. 
"  Now  the  condition  of  this  obligation  is  such, 
<<  that  if  the  said  Thomas  Winstanley  shall  and  do 
**  within  six  weeks  after  each  and  every  sale  by 
^<  way  of  auction,  deliver  to  the  person  appointed 
<*  to  receive  the  same,  an  exact  and  particular  ac- 
*^  count  in  writing  of  the  total  amount  of  the  money 
**  bid  at  each  such  sale,  and  of  the  several  articles, 
<<  lots,  or  parcels  which  shall  have  been  there  sold, 
**  and  the  price  of  each  and  every  such  article,  lot, 
<*  or  parcel,  and  shall  at  the  same  time  make  pay- 
*<  ment  of  all  such  sum  and  sums  of  money  as 
<<  shall  be  due  and  payable  to  his  Majesty  in  pur- 
<*  suance  of  and  according  to  the  true  intent  and 
<*  meaning  of  the  several  acts  of  parliament  in  that 
**  case  made  and  provided ;  then  this  obligation  to 
«*  be  void,,  otherwise  to  be  and  remain  in  full  force 
"  and  virtue/' 

The  Defendant  pleaded  that  he  had  performed 
the  condition. 

The  first  replication  stated  in  substance,  that 
the  said  Defendant,  Thomas  Winstanley,  exercis- 
ing the  business  of  an  auctioneer,  after  the  making 
of  the  said  bond  in  the  said  writ  mentioned,  and 
during  the  time  that  the  said  condition  of  the  said 
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bond  continued  in  force,  sold  by  auction  certain 
estates  for  the  sum  of  33 f4fj 51.  ^  yet  the  said  De- 
fendant did  not  within  six  weeks  after  the  said 
sales  respectively  deliver  to  the  person  appointed 
to  receive  the  same,  a  particular  account  in  writing 
of  the  total  amount  of  the  money  bid  at  the  said 
respective  sales,  according  to  the  intent  of  the 
several  acts  of  parliament  in  that  case  provided. 

The  second  replication  stated  in  substance,  that 
the  said  Defendant,  exercising  the  business  of  auc- 
tioneer as  aforesaid,  after  the  making  of  the  said 
bond  in  the  said  writ  mentioned^  and  while  the  li- 
cence mentioned  in  the  condition  of  the  said  bond 
continued  in  force,  did  sell  by  auction  certain 
other  estates;  and  that  the  sum  of  1000/.  of  lawful 
money  of  Great  Britain  became  due  to  our  lord 
the  king  for  duties  upon  the  said  last-mentioned 
sales,  by  virtue  of  the  statutes  in  that  case  pro^ 
vided ;  yet  the  said  Defendant  did  not,  within  six 
weeks  after  the  said  last-mentioned  sales  respec- 
tively, make  payment  of  the  said  last-mentioned 
sum  of  money,  in  pursuance  of  and  according  to 
the  intent  of  the  acts  of  parliament  in  that  case 
provided. 

The  rejoinder  to  the  first  replication  stated, 
that  the  said  Defendant  did,  within  six  weeks  after 
the  said  sales  respectively,  deliver  to  the  person 
appointed  to  receive  the  same  a  particular  account 
in  writing  of  the  total  amount  of  the  money  bid  at 
the  said  respective  sales,  according  to  the  intent  of 
the  said  statutes  in  that  case  provided.  Upon 
which  issue  was  joined. 

The  rejoinder  to  the  second  replication  stated  in 
substance,  that  the  several  estates  by  the  said  De^ 
fendant  so  sold  by  auction,  as  in  that  replication 
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18S1.  mentioned,  were  the  estates  of  one  Thomas  Claugh- 
ton ;  that  the  said  estates  were  respectively  con* 
InMMKvl'  veyed  by  the  said  Thomas  Claughton  to  divers 
persons  by  way  of  mortgage,  for  securing  divers 
sums  of  money  by  them  respectively  advanced  to 
the  said  Thomas  Claughton,  who  retained  the 
equity  of  redemption  in  the  said  several  estates ; 
that  by  certain  indentures  of  lease  and  release, 
bearing  date  respectively  the  19th  and  20th  days 
of  F^ruary,  1823,  the  said  estates  (subject  to  the 
mortgages)  were,  amongst  other  things,  conveyed 
by  the  said  Thomas  Claughton  to  Thomas  Legh, 
Richard  Cartwright,  and  George  Barker,  their 
heirs  and  assigns,  upon  certain  trusts  in  the  said 
indenture  of  release  particularly  specified. 

The  trusts  were  in  substance  as  follows :  — 

In  tnist  to  sell  at  their  discretion :  in  the  mean* 
time,  and  before  such  sale,  for  the  purposes  after 
mentioned,  to  borrow  money  upon  mortgage  of  all 
or  any  part  of  the  said  estates,  or  to  grant  life- 
annuities,  chargeable  upon  the  same,  or  to  grant 
leases  of  the  same  for  any  term  of  years,  or  to 
charge  them  with  any  other  lawful  incumbrances 
at  their  discretion,  and  independently  of  the  con^ 
sent  or  concurrence  of  the  said  Thomas  Claugh- 
ton. 

And  the  purpose  of  such  trust  was  declared  to 
be  in  substance  as  follows :  — 

To  defray  the  expenses  of  the  trust,  and  subject 
thereto,  from  time  to  time,  to  discharge  the  then 
present  and  any  future  incumbrances  upon  the 
said  estates,  resulting  from  the  said  trust,  in  such 
order  of  time  as  the  trustees  should  judge  most 
proper. 

And  it  was  declared,  that  the  existing  incum* 
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brances  upon  the  said  estates  should  be  unaffected  issi. 
by  the  said  trust  deed,  unless  a  specific  appropri« 
ation  of  the  trust  funds  were  made  by  the  trustees, 
in  pursuance  of  the  discretionary  power  above 
given  to  them  for  the  discharge  of  such  existing 
incumbrances,  and  in  that  case  only  so  far  as  such 
appropriation  should  be  made. 

A  power  of  leasing  was  given  to  the  trusteeSi 
and  Thomas  Claughton  covenanted  for  the  com 
firmation  of  such  estates  as  should  be  created  by 
the  trustees  in  pursuance  of  tlieir  trust 

A  power  of  appointing  new  trustees  was  reserved 
to  Thomas  Claughton. 

And  it  was  further  declared,  that  after  the  per^ 
formance  of  all  the  said  trusts,  or  when  they  should 
become  unnecessary,  or  incapable  of  taking  e^ct» 
the  said  trustees  should  reconvey  to  the  said 
Thomas  Claughton  such  of  the  said  estates  as 
should  not  have  been  sold  by  them,  in  pursuance 
of  their  trust. 

The  rgoinder  then  stated,  that  on  the  5th  day 
of  March,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1824,  the 
said  Thomas  Claughton  became  a  bankrupt,  and 
that  a  commission  of  bankruptcy  of  that  date 
was  issued  against  the  said  Thomas  Claughton, 
which,  at  the  time  of  the  sales  in  the  said  re- 
plication mentioned,  was  and  still  is  in  iuU  force. 
That  Joseph  Leigh,  Richard  Orford,  and  John 
Brandwood,  were  duly  appointed,  and  became, 
and  at  the  time  of  the  said  sales  in 'the  said  re- 
plication mentioned,  continued  to  be  assignees 
of  the  estate  and  effects  of  the  said  Thomas 
Claughton,  under  the  said  commission ;  and  that 
the  said  estate  so  sold  by  auction  by  the  said  De- 
fendant as  in  the  said  repUcation  mentioned,  were 
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1 8S1 .      80  sold  by  order  of  the  said  assignees,  under  the  aaid 
^  ^'^''■^ ,    commissioQ.  for  the  benefit  of  the  creditors  of  the 
said  Thomas  Claughton,  add  with  the  concurrence 
of  the  trustees  acting  under  the  said  indentures  of 
•"**'^*'**'    lease  and  release  above-mentioned. 

The  surrejoinder  to  the  rejoinder  to  the  second 
replication  stated  in  substance,  that  the  said  De- 
fendant on  the  days  in  the  said  last  breach  of  the 
condition  of  the  said  bond  mentioned,  did  sell  by 
auction  the  whole  of  the  interests  in  the  said 
estates  and  premises  mentioned  in  the  said  breach 
of  the  condition  of  the  said  bond  lastly  above 
assigned,  as  well  of  the  above  mortgagees  and  in- 
cumbrancers in  the  said,  rejoinder  mentioned,  as  of 
the  said  trustees  under  the  trust  deed  in  the  same 
rejoinder  mentioned,  and  other  than  the  said  sup- 
posed interest  of  and  belonging  to  the  estate  of 
the  said  Thomas  Claughton  in  the  said  rejoinder 
in  that  behalf  mentioned,  and  without  distinguish- 
ing any  of  such  interests  at  the  time  of  such  sales 
so  made  as  aforesaid  ;  and  that  the  sum  of  1000/. 
lawful  money  of  Great  Britain,  became  due  to  our 
Lord  the  King  for  duties  upon  the  said  last^men- 
tioned  sales.  Yet  the  said  Defendant  did  not 
within  six  weeks  after  the  said  last-mentioned  sales 
respectively  make  payment  of  the  said  last-men- 
tioned sum  of  money,  in  pursuance  of  and  accord- 
ing to  the  true  intent  of  the  acts  of  parliament  in 
that  case  provided. 

To  this  surrejoinder  the  Defendant  demurred 
generally ;  and  the  Attorney-General,  on  behalf  of 
his  Majesty,  joined  in  demurrer. 

The  Barons  of  the  Exchequer,  as  of  Trinity  term 
1827,  gave  judgment  that  the  King  should  not 
have  execution  against  Thomas  Winstanley. 
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Upon  this  judgment  the  Attorney-Generali  on       issi. 
behalf  of  his  Majesty,  brought  a  writ  of  error  into 
the  Exchequer  Chamber,  and  assigned  the  com- 
mon errors ;  and  the  Defendant  joined  in  error.  '*V. 

As  of  Easter  term  1828,  the  Court  of  Ex- 
chequer Chamber  affirmed  the  judgment  of  the 
Court  of  Exchequer. 

Upon  this  affirmance  of  the  judgment,  his 
Majesty's  Attorney-General,  on  behalf  of  his 
Majesty,  brought  a  writ  of  error  returnable  in 
Parliament. 

For  the  Plaintifis  in  error,  the  Attomey^Generdl 
and  the  SoUcitor^General. 

The  estates  sold  by  the  Defendant  in  error 
clearly  come  within  the  description  of  estates  on 
which  auction  duty  is  imposed  by  43  G.  8.  c.  69* 
sch.  A.;  and  45  G.  8.  c.  SO;  and  the  only  ex. 
emptions  which  can  by  any  colour  or  pretence  be 
construed  to  extend  to  the  estates  sold  by  the  De-> 
fendant  in  error,  are  the  19  G.  3.  c.  56.  s.  15., 
which  provides  ''that  nothing  therein  contained, 
"  shall  extend  to  charge  with  auction  duty  any 
**  estate  or  effects  of  bankrupts,  sold  by  order  of 
'*  the  assignees,  under  a  commission  of  bank- 
"  ruptcy,"  and  the  6  G.  4.  c.  9.  *•  16.,  which 
enacts,  « that  aU  sales  of  any  real  or  personal  estate 
''  of  any  bankrupt  or  bankrupts,  shall  not  be  liable 
"  to  any  auction  duty ;"  the  former  of  which  pro- 
visions has  been  repeatedly  adjudged  by  the  courts 
of  law,  and  particularly  by  the  Court  of  Exche- 
quer, in  the  case  of  The  King  v.  Abbott^  3  Pricey 
p.  178.,  not  to  extend  to  cftses  like  the  present, 
where  estates  belonging  to  a  bankrupt  are  in  mort- 
gage, and  are  sold  together  with  the  mortgage, 
without  distinguishing  the  respective  interests  of  the 
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issi.  bankrupt  and  mortgagee,  and  the  latter  of  which 
provisions  does  not  contain  any  stronger  words^ 
with  reference  to  such  exemptions,  than  the  statute 
upon  which  such  decisions  have  taken  place. 

The  estates  sold  by  the  Defendant  in  error 
were  not  the  estates  of  any  bankrupt  or  bankrupts^ 
so  as  to  bring  them  within  the  exemption  of  6  G.  4. 
c.  9.  s.  16«,  inasmuch  as  such  estates  consisted  not 
only  of  the  equity  of  redemption  of  the  bankrupt 
therein  (which  alone  the  assignees  have  the  power 
to  sell),  but  also  of  an  additional  estate,  the  estate 
of  the  mortgagee,  which  is  a  distinguishable  and 
distinct  estate  from  the  bankrupt's  estate,  and 
which  could  not  have  been  sold  without  the  ex- 
press consent  of  a  third  person,  viz.  the  mortgagee, 
but  which  might  have  been  sold  by  the  mortgagee 
alone,  and  in  that  case  it  would  doubtless  have 
been  liable  to  the  auction  duty. 

The  estates  sold  by  the  Defendant  in  error  (or 
at  Jeast  the  legal  and  beneficial  interest  in  such 
estates)  were  not  sold  for  the  benefit  of  the  credi- 
tors of  the  bankrupt,  but  for  the  benefit  of  the 
mortgagee,  and  with  his  consent;  and  although 
the  bankrupt  laws  undoubtedly  intend  that  the 
bankrupt  property  distributable  under  them  should 
be  sold  exempt  from  duty,  inasmuch  as  such  sales 
are  compulsory,  yet  it  comes  not  within  either  the 
meaning  or  the  spirit  of  such  laws  to  exempt  from 
auction  duty  the  estates  of  other  individuals,  al- 
though such  individuals  may  be  creditors  of  the 
bankrupt ;  nor  sales  which,  so  far  from  being  com- 
pulsory, are  entirely  dependent  upon  the  voluntary 
consent  of  third  persons,  as  in  the  present  case, 
where  nothing  but  the  equity  of  redemption  could 
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have  been  sold  without  the  consent  of  the  morU       ISSh 
gBgee^  in  whom  the  legal  estate  was  vested. 

The  act  could  not  have  contemplated  a  techni- 
cal distinction  between  estate  and  interest.    The 
estate  and  effects  of  a  bankrapt  within  the  meaning 
of  the  exception  in  the  statute  are  the  available 
assets.    The  charge  of  the  mortg^ee  is  not  part 
of  the  assets ;  nor  is  he  as  mortgagee  a  creditor 
of  the  bankrupt.    Orders  made  in  bankruptcy  for 
sale  of  mortgaged  estates,  are  only  where  the  party 
is  creditor  as  well  as  mortgagee.    The  exemption 
relates  to  the  estate  and  efiects  of  bankrupts  sold 
by  order  of  the  assignees.     They  cannot  order  the 
estate  of  a  mortgagee  to  be  sold,  but  only  that 
which  is  the  bankrupt's  estate.     If  this  is  done  by 
agreement  with  the  mortgagee,  it  is  a  case  not 
within  the  contemplation  of  the  statute* 

For  the  Defendants  in  error,  Sir  Edward  Sugden 
and  Mr.  M* Arthur. 

The  right  of  exemption  from  the  payment  of 
auction  duty,  in  favour  of  a  bankrupts  creditors, 
is  not  limited  to  the  sale  of  that  interest  which  the 
bankrupt  possesses  in  an  estate,  but  is  extended  to 
the  sales  of  all  his  *^  real  and  personal  estate."  A 
person  whose  property  has  become  charged  by 
mortgage  or  otherwise,  does  not  cease  to  have  an 
estate  therein,  although  the  amount  of  his  interest 
in  such  property  4s  diminished  j  and  to  deny  that 
the  estate  continues  in  him,  is  equivalent  to  a 
dental  that  an  estate  can  be  charged  with  in- 
cumbrances. 

The  charge  of  auction  duty  upon  the  sale  of  a 
bankrupt's  mortgaged  estates  is  not  only  contrary 
to  the  letter  and  words  of  the  acts  which  create 
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18S1.      that  exemption,  but  totally  contrary  to  the  spirit 
and  true  intent  of  the  same.     For  the  intention  of 
the  legislature  appears  to  have  been  to  favour  the 
'•".  creditors  of  a  bankrupt,  and  to  provide  as  large 

a  fund  as  possible  for  the  payment  of  his  debts. 
This  intention,  however,  it  is  obvious,  must  be 
wholly  defeated  by  such  a  charge ;  and  the  auction 
duty,  if  payable  at  all,  must  be  paid  out  of  the 
funds  applicable  to  the  payment  of  the  general 
creditors.     If  the  proceeds  of  the  sales  are  greater 
than  the  amount  of  the  incumbrances,  the  auction 
duty  must  be  paid  out  of  the  surplus  which  remains 
in  the  hands  of  the  assignees,  after  discharging  those 
incumbrances ;  and  it  will  fall  wholly  upon  the 
other  creditors.     If  the  proceeds  are  less  than  the 
amount  of  the  incumbrances,  or  only  co-extensive 
with  them,  the  deduction  of  auction  duty  will  pre- 
clude the  possibility  of  discharging  the  whole  of 
the  incumbrances,   and    the  incumbrancers  will 
prove  the  residue  of  their  debt  under  the  commis- 
sion of  bankruptcy  ;  so  that  in  every  case  the  pay- 
ment of  the  duty  must  cause  a  diminution  of  that 
fund,  for  the  increase  of  which  the  exemption  itself 
was  granted. 

Any  other  interpretation  of  the  act  than  the  one 
contended  for  by  the  Defendant,  would  only  lead 
to  a  more  circuitous  method  of  conveyance,  by 
which  the  interest  of  the  creditors  without  security 
would  be  further  prejudiced.  For  the  assignees 
might  in  all  cases  discharge  the  incumbrances,  and 
then  sell  the  estate  without  payment  of  duty. 

The  act  makes  no  distinction  between  legal  and 
equitable  estates ;  and  the  whole  equitable  estate, 
subject  to  charges,  was  in  the  bankrupt  at  the  time 
of  the  sale. 
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The  sale  of  an  equity  of  redemptioiii  as  a  distinct       1831. 
interest,  is  impossible  i  or  at  all  events  cannot  be 
effected  without  great  sacrifice  and  loss  to  the 
creditors,  whose  fund  it  was  the  Object  of  the 
legislature  to  increase. 

The  owner  of  the  equity  of  redemption  is  the 
owner  of  the  estate.  Casbome  v.  Scarfe^  1  Atk. 
605. }  Note  to  Chobnondeley  v.  Clinton^  2  J.  &  W. 
194. ;  and  see  Burgess  v.  Wheate^  1  Eden,  225. ; 
SkrapneU  v.  Vernon,  2  R  C.  C.  271.  There  is  a 
ease  of  exemption  preceding  that  in  bankruptcy, 
namely,  in  favour  of  creditors  in  case  of  a  sale  by 
the  sheriff  under  an  execution. 

It  has  been  supposed  that  the  sale  is  not  by 
order  of  the  assignees,  but  by  the  mortgagee,  and 
that  it  is  not  the  estate  of  the  bankrupt*  If  so, 
no  title  could  be  made;  for  nothing  but  the 
charge  would  be  sold.  It  is  wrong  in  both  points. 
The  sale  was  by  order  of  Court  for  the  benefit  of 
creditors.  The  supposition  that  there  are  two 
estates,  one  in  the  mortgagee  and  one  in  the  as- 
signees, is  erroneous.  It  is  one  estate.  The 
cases  jput  in  The  King  v.  Abbot  t,  are  not  ana- 
logous. If  one  tenant  in  common  becomes  bank- 
rupt, the  assignees  cannot  sell  the  share  of  the 
other.  If  the  bankrupt  is  tenant  for  life,  and  there 
is  a  remainder  in  fee,  the  remainder  cannot  be 
sold.  The  argument  of  the  SoUcitor-General  turns 
upon  the  words  "  bjf  order  qf  the  assignees.*^  But 
those  words  are  omitted  in  the  last  actt  upon 
the  subject  The  mortgagee  can  only  sell  his 
debt  and  the  security,  not  the  estate. 

♦  See  Coare  v.  Creed,  1  Esp,  699.  t  3  ^^^^>  ^'^B. 

X  6  6. 4.  c.  16.  s.  98. 
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1891.  lard  Tenterden.    This  case,  which  has  been  ar« 

gued  with  very  great  learning  and  ability,  comes 
before  your  Lordships  upon  a  decision  of  the  Court 
of  Exchequer,  having  in  the  intermediate  stage 
been  before  the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber.  It 
was  there  heard  before  the  noble  and  learned  Lord 
now  present  and  myself^  and  we  thought  it  a  case 
fit  to  be  submitted  to  the  consideration  of  your 
Lordships  for  ultimate  decision,  for  it  cannot  be 
denied  that  the  case  now  before  your  Lordships 
does  in  effect  overrule  a  solemn  decision  of  the 
Court  of  Exchequer,  in  a  case  *  very  much  the 
same  upon  principle,  though  distinguishable  from 
it  in  some  respects.  Under  these  circumstances,  I 
propose  that  certain  questions  should  be  put  to  the 
learned  Judges,  whose  assistance  the  House  haa 
had  at  the  present  argument,  and  that  we  should 
receive  the  benefit  of  their  answers  to  those  quefr* 
tions  before  we  come  to  any  decision. 

This  case  has  been  argued  principally  as  a  case 
of  property  mortgaged  by  a  trader  who  became 
bankrupt,  which  property  was  ultimately  put  up  to 
sale  by  his  assignees,  with  the  concurrence  of  the 
mortgagee.  The  case  is  not,  however,  precisely  of 
that  character,  because  it  appears  that  after  Mr. 
Claughton,  who  was  the  original  owner  of  the 
estate^  had  conveyed  his  estates  to  different  per- 
sons  by  way  of  mortgage,  to  secure  different  sums 
of  money,  the  equity  of  redemption  remaining  in 
him,  he  conveyed  the  whole,  that  is,  his  equity  of 
redemption  in  the  whole,  to  certain  trustees  with 
very  large  powers,  and  fix>m  those  powers  I  should 

•  The  King  v.  Abbot,  8  Price,  178. 
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judge  that  this    equity  of  redemption  was  con-      iSSl. 
sidered  of  more  value  than  it  really  was,   be- 
cause»  among  other  powers  vested  in  the  trustees, 
is  a  power  of  raising  further  sums,  whether  by 
mortgage  or  by  sale  of  leases,  and  so  on }  the 
trust  being  ultimately  to  pay  off  whatever  they 
should  borrow,   as  well  as  the  further   incum- 
brances.   The  sale  in  question  was  a  sale  by  or- 
der of  the  assignees,  with  the  concurrence  of  these 
trustees.    For  the  purpose  of  deciding  this  case, 
it  will  be  pn^r  to  put  two  different  questions  to 
the  Judges,  one  of  them  applicable  to  the  general 
principle  upon  which  the  question  has  been  argued, 
and  another  applicable  to  the  special  facts  that 
appear  upon  the  record  in  this  case.    The  ques- 
tions I  propose  are  these.     First,  whether,  if  a 
trader,  having  mortgaged  his  land  as  security  for 
payment  of  a  debt,  afterwards  become  bankrupt, 
and  the  whole  interest  in  the  land  is  sold  by 
auction  by  order  of  the  assignees  of  the  bankrupt, 
and  with  the  concurrence  of  the  mortgagee,  duty 
on  the  sale  is  payable  to  his  Majesty  on  the  whole, 
or  any  and  what  part  of  the  sum  produced  by  the 
sale.     Secondly,  whether  if  a  trader  after  such 
mortgage  conveys  the  land  to  trustees  on  trust  to 
raise  further  sums,  and  to  sell  for  payment  of 
former  and  new  incumbrances,  and  the  land  is 
sold  by  auction  by  order  of  the  assignees,  with  the 
concurrence  of  the  trustees,  it  not  appearing  that 
any  further  sum  was  raised  by  the  trustees,  or  new 
incumbrance  created  by  them,  or  the  mortgagee 
informed  of  the  sale,  duty  is  payable  to  his  Majesty 
on  the  whole  or  any  part  of  the  sum  produced  by 
the  sale. 
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1831.  The  Judges  having  consulted  together^ 
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itfr.  Baron  Bayky  delivered  their  opinion  a» 
follows : 

My  LfOrds,  I  believe  if*  any  doubt  had  been  en- 
tertained by  any  of  the  Judges  upon  the  questions 
submitted  by  your  Lordships  to  their  consideration, 
or  if  I  had  understood  that  any  doubt  which  had. 
previously  existed  elsewhere  had  still  continued,  I 
should  have  requested  of  your  Liordships  time  for 
delivering  the  opinion  of  the  Judges ;  but,  as  I 
have  reason  to  believe  that  no  doubt  exists  in  any 
quarter,  I  shall  at  once  state  the  principles  upon 
which  the  opinion  of  the  Judges  is  founded. 

The  question  depends  upon  the  true  construc- 
tion to  be  put  upon  the  19  6r.  S.  c.  56*  s.  15.,  and  the 
6  G.  4.  c.  16.  8.  98.  But  before  I  comment  upon 
the  language  of  either  of  those  statutes,  it  is  desi- 
rable that  I  should  point  out  to  the  House  the  situ- 
ation in  which  a  mortgagor  and  mortgagee  stand. 

A  mortgagee  is  a  general  creditor  of  the  mort* 
gagor }  he  has  a  right  to  proceed  against  the  gene- 
ral personal  property  of  the  mortgagor,  or  against 
the  person  of  the  mortgagor,  as  a  collateral  security 
for  the  payment  of  his  debt ;  but  his  proper  cha- 
racter is  that  of  a  creditor,  and  the  securities  he 
holds  are  merely  securities  to  enable  him  to  obtain 
payment  of  his  debt  Notwithstanding  the  mort- 
gage, and  the  security  the  land  mortgaged  gives, 
he  has  a  right  to  proceed  so  as  to  obtain  judgment 
and  execution  against  the  general  property,  or  to 
proceed  against  the  person  of  the  mortgagor. 

The  provision  in  the  19  G.  3.  exempts  certain 
cases  from  the  general  operation  of  the  duty  im- 
posed by  that  act    The  cases  which  the  legislature 
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thought  fit  to  exempt  are  to  be  found  in  the  fifteenth 
section  of  the  19  G.3.  The  first  exemption  ap- 
plies to  any  estates,  goods,  or  chattels  sold  at 
auction,  or  under  the  authority  of  any  sheriff  or 
under-sherifl^  for  the  benefit  of  creditors,  in  exe- 
cution of  any  judgment  had  or  obtained,  and  this 
provision  appears  to  me  to  throw  light  upon  the 
subsequent  exemption  in  case  of  bankruptcy,  and 
to  shew  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  legislature 
to  exempt  from  the  auction  duty  those  cases  in 
which  the  property  was  sold,  not  by  the  voluntary 
act  of  the  owner,  but  where  the  sale  was  enforced 
under  a  judgment  or  the  authority  of  the  law.  The 
next  exemption  is  any  estate  or  effects  of  bankrupts 
sold  by  order  of  the  assignees  under  any  c(Hn. 
mission  of  bankruptcy.  That  also  is  a  sale;  not  by 
the  voluntary  act  of  the  owner  of  such  estate  or 
eflects,  but  a  sale  which  is  forced  upon  him  in  con- 
sequence of  the  insolvent  condition  in  which  he  is 
placed. 

The  question  then  is  upon  the  sale  of  an  estate 
subject  to  a  mortgage,  whether  within  the  meaning 
of  this  provision  the  whole  of  that  estate  is  to  be 
considered  as  the  property  of  the  bankrupt,  or 
whether  it  is  a  mixed  sale  of  the  property  of  the 
bankrupt,  and  also  of  the  mortgagee ;  and  we  are 
of  opinion  that,  upon  the  true  construction  of  this 
act,  the  whole  is  to  be  considered  as  being  the 
estate  of  the  bankrupt.  By  the  sale,  a  fund  is 
raised  by  which  the  mortgage  debt  is  discharged, 
the  mortgagee  ceases  to  be  a  creditor,  and  all  right 
in  the  mortgagee  to  proceed  against  the  general 
estate  of  the  bankrupt,  or  against  the  person  of  the 
bankrupt,  is  destroyed.  The  whole  money  is 
raised  for  the  benefit  of  the  bankrupt,  and  to  dis- 
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18S1.  charge  the  bankrupt's  debt,  and  the  whole  duty 
to  be  paid,  is  to  be  paid  out  of  the  bankrupt's 
estate. 

I  do  not  advert  to  the  43  G.  3.  and  the  ^ih^ 
which,  instead  of  the  words  <<  estate  or  efiects,'' 
used  the  words  <*  interest  in,"  because  I  think  the 
difierent  expressions  in  the  different  acts  mean  one 
and  the  same  thing.  The  statute  of  the  6  G.  4. 
c.  16.  s.  98*  only  varies  from  the  19  6r.  3.  by  omitting^ 
the  words,  ^<  by  order  of  the  assignee  or  assignees," 
and  whatever  construction  was  before  to  have  been 
put  upon  the  19  G.  3«,  appears  to  us  to  be  the 
eonstruction  to  be  put  upon  the  6  G.  4. 
.  The  clause  relating  to  this  subject  contains  two 
provisions :  one  applicable  to  commissions  of  bank* 
rupt,  and  to  deeds,  conveyances,  assignments,  sur- 
lenders,  admissions,  or  assurances  relating  to  the 
bankrupt's  estate^  which  deeds,  &c.  are  exempt 
from  all  duties;  and,  secondly,  it  relates  to  all 
sales  of  any  real  or  personal  estate  of  any  bankrupt 
or  bankrupts,  so  as  to  exempt  such  sales  from  the 
payment  of  auction  du^.  Those  provisions  are 
distinct,  and  the  construction  of  the  latter  does  not 
appear  to  us  to  be  materially  influenced  by  the 
former. 

Upon  the  whole,  upon  the  ground  that  the  sale 
IB  a  sale  not  by  the  owner  at  the  instance  of  the 
mortgagee,  but  by  the  persons  who  stand  in  the 
place  of  the  bankrupt,  inasmuch  as  the  whole 
money  to  be  raised  is  applicable  to  the  purposes  of 
the  bankrupt,  to  pay  the  debts  of  the  bankrupt, 
and  to  exonerate  the  residue  and  his  person  from 
all  claims  in  respect  of  the  mortgage  debt,  and  in* 
ismuch  as  the  whde  duty  is  to  be  raised  out  of  the 
estate  of  the  bankrupt,  and  to  be  paid  by  the  bank^- 
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rapt,  if  payable  at  all ;  we  are  of  opinion  that  the 
whole  which  is  sold  is  properly  to  be  considered  as 
the  estate  of  the  bankrupt,  and  that  the  exemption^ 
which  was  to  relieve  the  bankrupt  from  the  pay- 
ment of  duty,  applies  to  this  case.  Our  opinion, 
therefore,  is,  upon  both  the  questions  submitted  to 
our  consideration,  that  no  duty  is  payable. 

Lord  fFynfbrd. — My  Lords,  1  had  the  honour  of 
being  a  member  of  the  Court  below,  when  this  case 
came  under  consideration  of  that  Court;  and  I 
have  no  hesitation  in  stating,  that  I  then  thought 
that  the  opinion  expressed  by  one  of  the  learned 
Judges  to-day  as  the  opinion  of  all  the  learned 
Judges  present,  was  not  correct.  My  view  of  the 
case  had  altered  before  I  heard  the  opinion  of  the 
learned  Judge;  but  if  I  had  remained  in  my 
former  opinion,  I  should  have  done  as  I  did  upoii 
one  occasion  before,  when  I  had  the  misfortune  to 
difier  from  all  the  learned  Judges ;  I  should  have 
advised  your  Lordships  to  act  upon  their  opinion  ; 
for  it  would  introduce  a  wretched  state  of  uncer- 
tainty in  the  law  of  this  country,  if  you  were  not 
to  act  upon  that  which  is  the  highest  authority  of 
the  law  in  Westminster  Hall,  but  to  follow  the 
opinions  of  individual  Peers.  I  am  happy,  how- 
ever, now  to  state,  that  after  having  given  the 
fullest  consideration  to  this  question,  I  am  quite 
convinced  that  the  learned  Judges  were  right  in 
the  opinion  they  gave,  and  that  I  at  first  took  an 
erroneous  view  of  this  subject. 

The  puzzle  (for  so  I  must  call  it)  has  arisen 
from  the  term  «*  estate.*'  The  words  of  the  act  of 
parliament  are,  "the  estate  of  the  bankrupt ; "  that 
at  first  induced  me  to  think  that  such'  interest  * 
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18S1.  did  not  belong  to  the  bankrupt  could  not  be  con- 
sidered as  the  bankrupt's  estate;  but  I  am  con- 
vinced by  the  argument  of  Sir  E.  Sugderit  and  by 
the  very  excellent  argument  of  a  younger  friend  of 
mine  who  has  addressed  your  Lordships  from  the 
bar,  that  it  is  entirely  the  estate  of  the  bankrupt 
It  is  the  estate  of  the  bankrupt,  loaded  with  the 
debt  of  the  creditor ;  but  the  whole  estate  Ls  in  the 
bankrupt.  It  is  perfectly  true  that  the  creditor 
has  that  species  of  power  with  reference  to  the 
estate^  that,  for  the  purpose  of  securing  his  debt, 
which  is  all  that  he  has,  he  may  reduce  that  estate 
into  his  possession ;  but  it  is  for  no  other  purpose 
than  that  of  securing  the  payment  of  his  debt,  and 
beyond  that,  every  interest  in  the  estate  is  un- 
doubtedly the  interest  of  the  bankrupt  or  his 
creditors.  That  being  the  case,  it  appears  to  me, 
that  where  the  sale  takes  place  by  order  of  the 
commissioners  of  an  estate,  circumstancied  as  this 
is,  that  is,  charged  with  a  debt,  it  is  a  sale  in  which 
the  party  is  entitled  to  be  relieved  under  this  act 
of  Parliament. 

There  is  no  sort  of  injustice  in  this,  though 
I  agree  that  your  Lordships  are  not  sitting  ju- 
dicially, to  be  led  away  by  the  equities  of  any  case : 
your  Lordships,  in  the  situation  in  which  you 
are  placed,  are  to  administer  the  law,  whatever  it 
may  be ;  and  if  that  law  be  productive  of  injustice, 
in  your  legislative  character  you  may  alter  it. 
But  there  is  no  injustice  in  this  decision  :  on  the 
contrary,  in  every  view  of  the  case  it  attains  the 
perfect  equity  of  the  case.  In  the  first  place,  sup- 
pose the  fund  is  not  sufficient  to  pay  the  debt,  by 
whom  is  the  auction  duty  paid?  If  there  be 
enough  to  pay  the  mortgage  creditors,  and  not 
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*  enough  to  pay  every  body  else,  it  must  come  out 
of  the  bankrupt's  funds  to  the  loss  of  the  creditors, 
who  have  suffered  enough  already  in  not  having 
their  debts  paid.      Suppose,  in  the  next  place, 
there  is  nothing  left  to  the  creditors  of  the  bank- 
rupt, but  that  the  whole  is  swallowed  up  by  the 
mortgagee ;  in  that  case,  in  point  of  equity,  the 
TnoTtgagee  has  a  right  to  say  it  is  unjust  to  require 
me  to  pay  the  debt,  and,  therefore,  though  per- 
haps that  case  would  not  come  strictly  within  the 
terms  of  the  acts  of  parliament,  it  would  come 
within  the  principle  upon  which  the  legislature 
meant  to  give  relief.     Suppose^ a  third  case;  that 
the  mortgage  was  paid  off,  that  all  the  bankrupt's 
creditors  were  paid  off,  and  that  some  surplus  re- 
mained for  the  poor  miserable  man  whose  property 
had  been  thus  compulsively  sold.     In  that  case,  it 
would  be  inconsistent  with  justice  that  a  sale, 
which  he  was  forced  to  make  for  the  purpose  of 
making  a  distribution  of  his  property  among  his 
creditors,  should  be  charged  with  the  payment  of 
duty.     It  seems  to  me,  that  that  would  be  a  case 
that  would  peculiarly  call  upon  the  legislature  to 
say  that  no  duty  should  be  paid  ;  that  it  was  hard- 
ship enough  upon  a  man  that  his  property  should 
be  broken  to  pieces,  without  being  cdled  upon  to 
pay  the  duty  upon  that  sale  which  was  necessary 
for  the  purpose  of  enabling  him  to  pay  his  debts. 

There  is  one  other  principle  upon  which  I  will 
put  this  case,  and  upon  which  I  was  in  the  habit 
of  putting  cases  when  I  had  the  honour  of  sitting 
in  the  Court  below ;  and  that  is  this,  in  all  revenue 
cases  let  the  oflScers  of  government  take  care  that 
the  legislature  is  made  to  speak  plain  and  intelli- 
gible language.     If  the  legislature  is  not  made  to 
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1891.      spefik  plain  and  intelligible  language,  let  not  in- 
^^^'-' ,    dividuals  suffer,  but  let  the  public.     I  am  bound 
to  say,  if  there  is  any  doubt  about  these  words,  the 
benefit  of  that  doubt  should  be  given  to  the  subject 
It  is  a  great  consolation  to  me,  having  formed  a 
different  opinion  formerly  from  that  which  I  now 
feel  myself  bound  to  express,  to  find  that  men,  to 
whom  I  should  be  glad  to  consider  myself  as  ap- 
proaching at  all  nearly  in  point  of  legal  know- 
ledge, have  formed  the  same  opinion.     I  never 
can  be  ashamed  of  being  in  error,  when  I  follow  in 
my  error.   Lord   Kenyon  and  Lord  Chief  Baron 
Thompson,  two  of  the  best  lawyers  I  remembered 
within  any  court  of  Westminster  Hall.     They  have 
given  opinions  upon  this  question  at  variance  with 
that  which  has  been  so  well  expressed  by  my 
learned  Brothers,  if  I  may  still  be  permitted  so  to 
call  them,  though  my  infirmities  have  removed  me 
from  that  situation  which  entitles  me  so  to  address 
them.     When  the  opinion  of  those  learned  persons 
is  at  variance  with  the  opinions  expressed  here,  it 
is  eoough  to  say,  that  there  is  some  question  and 
doubt  upon  the  subject,  and  that  was  suflElcient  to 
render  it,  in  my  opinion,  highly  proper  for  the 
oflScers  of  the  crown  to  bring  it  under  the  con- 
sideration of  your  Lordships;  but  that  very  cir- 
cumstance brings  it   within  the  rule,   which,   as 
long  as  I  have  any  thing  to  do  with  the  admini- 
stration  of  justice,  I  shall  always  act  upon,  and 
that  is,  to  give  the  benefit  of  any  doubt  to  the 
subject  and  not  to  the  crown.     It  is  not  the  subject 
lyho  makes  the  law,  it  is  the  crown  who  proposes 
^he.  law,  and  by  whom  the  law  is  prepared,  and  if 
there  be  any  ambiguity,  let  the  crown  suffer  and 
not  tibe  subject    For  these  reasons,  though  I  am 
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rather  taking  it  out  of  the  hands  of  my  noble  and       18S1. 
learned  friend,  to  whom  it  is  due  to  say,  that  he 
always  entertained  the  opinion  that  has  been  ex** 
pressed  by  the  Judges,  I  move  your  Liordships^ 
that  the  judgment  of  the  Court  below  be  affirmed. 

Lwd  Tenterden. — ^My  Lords,  I  entirely  agree  in 
the  opinion  that  has  been  delivered  to  your  Lord- 
ships by  the  learned  judges,  and  in  the  reasons 
upon  which  that  opinion  has  been  founded ;  and 
it  therefore  will  be  unnecessary  for  me  to  occupy 
many  minutes  of  your  Lordships'  time,  especially  as 
I  have  the  satisfaction  to  find  that  my  noble  and 
learned  friend,  who  differed  from  me  in  opinion 
upon  a  former  occasion,  has  now  brought  himself 
to  tfaink  that  the  opinion  thus  delivered  by  the 
learned  judges  is  a  correct  opinion.  When  the 
legislature  thought  fit  in  the  first  place,  which 
I  believe  to  have  been  in  the  seventeenth  year 
of  his  late  Majesty  George  III.,  to  impose  a  duty 
upon  the  produce  of  sales  by  auction,  it  ap* 
pears  that  they  thought  that  that  would  be  impro- 
perly harsh  if  that  should  extend  to  the  case  of 
creditors,  so  as  to  diminish  the  fund  out  of  which 
their  debts  were  paid ;  I  think  it  is  impossible  to 
read  even  that  first  act  without  seeing  that  such 
was  the  intention,  and  we  should  therefore  be 
anxious  to  find  that  the  language  used  was  such  as 
to  carry  that  intention  into  effect. 

There  is  some  difference  in  the  language  of  the 
diffierent  acts.  The  first  expression  in  the  act  of  the 
17  G.  3.,  is  *'  goods  and  effects  of  a  bankrupt,'' 
which  following  the  provision  with  respect  to 
sales  made  by  the  sheriff  on  exeeution^  might 
perhaps  have  lefl  a  doubt,  whether  those  words 
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would  apply  to  the  case  of  a  bankrupt's  estate: 
whether  that  doubt  then  existed^  and  there- 
fore gave  rise  to  the  exception  in  the  19  G.  3., 
and  to  an  alteration  of  the  language  in  that  act, 
does  not  appear;  but  in  the  19  G.  3.  the  words 
are  **  estates  and  effects  of  the  bankrupt  sold 
."  by  order  of  assignees/'  The  words  of  the  ex- 
ception in  the  43  G.  3.  are  nearly  the  same,  and 
thus  the  law  stood  at  the  time  of  the  decision  of 
the  case  which  has  been  much  relied  upon.  The 
King  V.  Abbotf  in  the  Exchequer.  But  before 
this  case  came  on  for  decision  the  6  G.  4.  passed, 
which  has  words  somewhat  larger ;  for  there  the 
words  are  **  all  sales  of  any  real  or  personal  estate 
^<  of  any  bankrupt  or  bankrupts,  shall  not  be  liable 
"  to  any  auction  duty."  If  this  case  turned  upon 
the  construction  of  this  act,  the  question  would  be 
what  is  meant  by  the  real  estate  of  a  bankrupt. 

I  have  always  thought  that  where  we  are  to  put 
a  construction  upon  an  act  of  parliament,  which 
does  not  relate  or  profess  to  relate  to  any  particu- 
lar subject  of  art  or  science,  we  should  understand 
the  words  in  the  act  in  the  same  way  as  they  are 
understood  in  the  common  language  of  mankind  j 
and  I  think  it  cannot  be  doubted  that  in  common 
language,  when  you  speak  of  the  estate  of  any 
person  subject  to  mortgage,  you  would  call  it  the 
estate  of  the  mortgagor.  In  the  common  language 
of  mankind,  you  would  speak  of  it  as  his  own 
estate. 

This  being  so,  the  intention  of  the  legislature 
being  perfectly  clear,  it  appears  to  me  that  the 
trxie  construction  of  those  words  is  to  treat  this  as 
the  estate  of  the  bankrupt  Unless  the  whole  in- 
terest is  so  treated  as  his  estate,  the  fund  for  the 
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will  be  diminished.     If  you  are  to  divide      1881. 
the  sale,  and  to  consider  the  equity  of  redemption 
as  his,  and  the  incumbrances  as  not  being  his,  so    AnoMisr. 
that  the  duty  shall  be  paid  upon  so  much  of  the 
proceeds  as  may  be  considered  as  applicable  to 
the  dischaige  of  the  incumbrances,  —  it  is  a  clear 
case,  that  the  amount  of  duty  payable  upon  that 
portion  of  the  sale  will  go  to  diminish  the  fund 
out  of  which  the  debts  are  to  be  paid,  which  result 
I  consider  it  to  have  been  the  original  object  of  the 
I^islature  to  prevent.    It  seems  to  me  therefore 
that  both  according  to  the  intention,  and  accord- 
ing to  the  ordinary  effect  of  those  words  in  the 
act  of  6  G.  4.,  no  part  of  the  produce  of  this  estate 
is  liable  to  the  duty. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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(exchequer  chamber.) 
William  Humphrys      -    -    Plaintiff^ in  Error  ; 

Harvey  Pratt    -    -    -    -    Defendant  in  Error. 

A  sheriffy  upon  the  representation  of  the  Plaintiff  in  a  suit, 
haviag  seised  goods  under  k  Jieri  Jaciiu  as  belonging  to  the 
Defendant*  and  damages  having  been  recovered  against  the 
sheriff  by  a  third  person  claiming  the  goods,  an  action  upon 
the  case  lies  at  the  suit  of  the  sheriff  for  the  false  repre- 
sentation. 

A  declaration  stating  such  a  case  without  averment  of  fraud  in 
the  representation,  or  knowledge  of  its  falsehood,  held  good 
upon  motion  in  arrest  of  judgment. 


jLn  Michaelmas  term,  1826,  the  Plaintiff  in  error 
obtained  a  judgment  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer 
in  Ireland,  for  the  sum  of  9^/.  19^.  5d.^  for  da- 
mages, expenses,  and  costs,  against  one  Dorothea 
Power,  and  he  caused  to  be  issued,  on  the  judg- 
ment against  the  goods  and  chattels  of  Dorothea 
Power,  a  writ  o^Jieri  facias^  tested  on  the  28th  of 
November,  1826,  and  returnable  in  eight  days  of 
St.  Hilary  then  next  ensuing.  In  the  month  of 
December  following,  the  Plaintiff  in  error  caused 
the  writ  ot  Jieri  facias  to  be  delivered  for  exe- 
cution to  the  Defendant  in  error,  who  was  then 
the  sheriff  of  the  county  of    Kilkenny,   where 
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Dorothea  Power  resided.  On  delivering  the  writ  issi. 
to  the  Defendant  in  error,  the  Plaintiff  in  error 
represented  to  the  Defendant  in  error,  that  certain 
cattle,  viz.  nine  cows  and  three  heifers,  which 
were  then  on  the  lands  of  Dorothea  Power,  were 
her  goods  and  chattels. 

The  Defendant  in  error  accordingly,  as  sherifl^ 
seized  the  cattle  under  the  writ  of  Jierijucias  ;  but 
shortly  after  the  cattle  had  been  taken  by  the  De- 
fendant in  error,  under  the  writ,  a  claim  of  pro- 
perty in  the  cattle  was  made  by  John  Power,  a 
son  of  Dorothea  Power,  a  young  unmarried  man, 
who  was  living  with  his  mother.  The  Defendant  ' 
in  error  thereupon  immediately  returned  the  cattle 
to  the  claimant,  ' 

AAer  the  cattle  had  been  returned  to  John 
Power  by  the  Defendant  in  error,  John  Power,  as 
of  Easter  term,  1827»  brought  his  action  against 
the  Defendant  in  error  for  the  trespass  committed 
in « the  seizure  of  the  cattle;  and  afterwards^  as 
of  Trinity  term,  1827>  recovered  in  the  action 
against  the  Defendant  in  error  the  sum  of  SOL 
for  damages,  and  the  further  sum  of  ^L  15$.  lek 
for  costs. 

Soon  after  the  verdict  was  obtained  against  the 
Defendant  in  error  at  the  suit  of  John  Power; 
the  Defendant  in  error  brought  in  the  Court  of 
Exchequer  in  Ireland,  as  of  Hilary  term,  1828, 
his  action  of  trespass  on  the  case  against  the 
Plaintiff  in  error,  for  having  untruly  represented 
to  the  Defendant  in  error  that  the  cattle  were  the 
goods  of  Dorothea  Power. 

In  the  same  term  the  Defendant  in  error  filed 
his  declaration,  containing  five  counts,  against  the 
Plaintiff  in  error,  who^  having  pleaded  not  guilty 
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1831.  thereto,  the  record  was,  at  the  Lent  assizes  in 
1828,  taken  down  for  trial  to  the  county  of 
^_  Kilkenny,  where  the  venue  in  the  action  had  been 
laid;  and  upon  the  trial  the  Defendant  in  error 
(having  entered  a  nolle  prosequi  on  the  first  four 
counts  of  the  declaration,  which  he  was  not  able 
to  support  by  evidence,)  obtained  a  verdict  on 
the  fifth  count,  for  the  sum  of  77^*  1^^-  1^«»  vith 
costs. 

The  fifth  count  was  as  follows : — "  And  whereas, 
*^  also,  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  committing  of 
^*  the  grievances  in  this  count  mentioned,  to  wit,  on 
<<  the  26th  day  of  December,  in  the  year  of  our 
<<  Lord  1826,  at  Kilkenny,  to  wit,  at  Dublin,  in  the 
<*  county  aforesaid,  the  said  Plaintiff  was  high  sheriff 
<<  of  the  county  of  Kilkenny,  and  the  said  Defendant 
<<  had  then  and  there  caused  to  be  deUvered  to  the 
"  said  Plaintiff,  as  such  sherifl^  a  certain  other  writ 
*<  of  our  said  lord  the  King,  commonly  called  a  writ 
<<  oi  jieri  faciasy  which  had  theretofore  issued  out 
^<  of  the  Court  of  our  said  lord  the  King,  before  the 
<^  barons  of  the  Exchequer  at  Dublin,  at  the  suit  of 
^<  the  said  Defendant,  against  one  Dorothea  Power, 
**  bearing  teste  the  28th  day  of  November,  in  the 
<<  seventh  year  of  the  reign,  and  returnable  into 

the  said  Court  in  eight  days  of  Saint  Hilary,  and 

directed  to  the  sheriff  of  the  county  of  Kilkenny ; 

by  which  said  writ  our  said  lord  the  King  com- 
<<  manded  the  said  sherifl^  that  of  the  goods  and  chat- 
*<  tels  of  the  said  Dorothea  Power,  in  his  bailiwick, 
<<  he  should  cause  to  be  levied  the  sum  of  951. 19s.5d. 
*<  And  the  said  Defendant  then  and  there  repre- 
<<  sented  and  affirmed  to  the  said  Plaintifl^  that  the 
**  said  Dorothea  Power  was  possessed  of  certain 
**^oods  and  chattels  liable  to  be  seized  under  the 
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•*  said  writ  within  Tiis  bailiwick,  which  goods  and  ,     1881. 

**  chattels  the  said  Defendant  would  then  and  there  1 

<*  cause  to  be  shewn  to  the  said  Plaintiff,  and  then  i 

and  there  required  the  said  Plaintiff  to  seize  said  \ 

goods  and  chattels  under  said  execution.  And  the 

^*  siud  Plaintiff  further  says,  that  he,  confiding  in  the 

**  said  representation  and  aiffirmation  of  the  said  De- 

**  fendant,  and  he  believing  the  same  to  be  true,  and 

"  not  knowing  to  the  contrary  thereof,  did  after- 

<*  wards,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  and  at  the  place 

'<  last  aforesaid,  seize  within  his  bailiwick,  at  the  re- 

**  quest  and  by  the  directions  and  at  the  requisition 

*'  of  the  said  Defendant,  under  the  said  last-men- 

**  tioned  writ,  certain  goods  and  chattels,  that  is  to 

"  say,  nine  cows  and  three  heifers,  which  were  then 

**  and  there  shewn  by  the  said  Defendant  to  the  said 

^<  Plaintif]^  as  and  for  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the 

*^  said  Dorothea  Power,  liable  tp^  be  seized  under 

"  said  writ ;  and  that  the  said  goods  arid  chattels 

"  were  afterwards  claimed  byone  John  Power,  as  his 

'<  property,  and  that  the  said  Defendant,  after  such 

'^  seizure  and  claim,  insisted  and  asserted  that  the 

*<  said  claim  was  unfounded.     And  the  said  Plain- 

"  tiff  further  saith,  that  the  said  Defendant,  in  truth 

"  and  in  fact,  deceived  and  defrauded  the  said 

<^  Plaintiff  in  this,  to  wit,  that  the  said  last-men- 

'*  tioned  goods  and  chattels  were  not,  at  the  time  of 

**  the  delivery  of  the  said  writ  to  the  said  Plaintiff, 

"  the  goods  or  chattels  or  property  of  the  said 

^'  Dorothea  Power,  liable  to  be  seized  under  said 

"  writ.     And  the  said  Plaintiff  further  says,  that 

**  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  15th  day  of  February, 

**  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1827,  at  Kilkenny,  to  wit, 

<*  at  Dublin,  in  the  county  aforesaid,  one  John 

^*  Power,  as  the  true  and  lawftil  owner  of  the  said 
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18S1.       « last-mentioned  goods  and  chattels,  at  the  time 
"  they  were  so  shewn  to  the  said  Plaintiff,  and  seized 
^  under  the  said  last-mentioned  writ,  brought  his 
'^  certain  action  against  the  said  Plaintiff  in  the 
^<  Court  of  our  said  lord  the  King,  before  the  barons 
**  of  the  Exchequer  at  Dublin,  to  recover  damages 
^*  for  the  seizing  and  taking  of*  the  said  goods  under 
^<  said  last-mentioned  writ,  and  such  proceedings 
^*  were  thereupon  had  in  the  said  action,  that  the 
•*  said  John  Power  afterwards,  to  wit,  in  Trinity 
**  term,  in  the  eighth  yedr  of  the  reign  of  his  said 
«*  present  Majesty,  beforci  the  said  barons  of  the 
«  Exchequer  at  Dublin  aforesaid,  at  Kilkenny,  to 
•*  wit,  at  Dublin,  in  the  county  aforesaid,  by  the 
**  consideration  and  judgment  of  the  said  Court, 
"  recovered  against  the  said  Plaintiff  a  large  sum  of 
*«  money,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  50/.,  as  and  for  the 
"  value  of  the  said  goods  and  chattels  so  seized  by 
*«  Plaintiff  as  last  aforesaid,  and  the  further  sum  of 
**  27/.  15s.  Id.  for  costs  and  charges  by  the  said 
"  John  Power,  about  his  said  suit  in  that  behalf  ex- 
"  pended,  making  together  the  sum  of  77/.  155.  Id. ; 
"  and  that  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  19th  day  of 
"  November,  in  the  year  last  aforesaid,  at  Kilkenny, 
"  to  wit,  at  Dublin,  in  the  county  aforesaid,  the  said 
«  Plaintiff  was  forced  and  obliged  to  pay,  and  then 
"  and  there  did  pay  to  the  said  John  Power  the 
"  said  sum  of  77/.  15^.  Id. ;  and  was  also  then  and 
•*  there  forced  and  obliged  to  lay  out  and  expend 
"  a  certain  other  large  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  the 
"  sum  of  40/.,  in  and  about  defending  the  said  action 
«  so  brought  against  him  as  last  aforesaid,  and  in 
and  about  taking  and  pursuing  other  necessary 
proceedings  made  incumbent  upon  him  in  conse- 
•'  quence  of  the  said  seizure  and  the  said  recovery, 
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<<  and  was  and  is  otherwise  greatly  injured ;  and  the 
said  Plaintiff  says,  that  by  reason  of  the  said  several 
premises  he  had  been  injured  and  has  sustained 
damage  to  the  amount  of  500/.,  whereby  he  is  less 
<<  able  to  pay  jto  his  Majesty  the  debts  he  owes  him^ 
"  and  therefore  he  brings  bis  suit,  and  so  forth." 

In  the  ensuing  Easter  term,  1828,  the  Plaintiff 
in  error  moved  the  Court  of  Exchequer  in  arrest 
of  the  judgment  on  the  fifth  count,  but  the  motion 
was  refused  by  the  Court,  and  judgment  was 
accordingly  entered  for  the  Defendant  in  error  on 
the  fifth  count  In  the  same  term  the  Plaintiff  in 
errcNT  sued  out  a  writ  of  error  to  reverse  the  judg-* 
ment,  returnable  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer  Cham^ 
ber  in  Ireland ;  and  having  assigned  errors  in  the 
judgment  and  the  Defendant  having  joined  in 
error,  the  cause  was  heard  in  the  Court  of  Ex« 
chequer  Chamber,  when  the  Judges  of  that  Court 
were  divided  in  their  opinion  on  the  case ;  but  the 
majority  of  the  Judges  were  of  opinion  that  the 
judgment  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  should  be 
aflbmed,  and  accordingly  die  judgment  was 
affirmed  by  the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber, 
with  costs. 

Against  this  affirmance  of  the  judgment,  a  writ 
of  error  was  brought  in  Parliament 

For  the  Plaintiff  in  error.  The  Attomey-Qeneral 
and  Mr.  Cooper. 

The  fifth  count  in  the  declaration,  on  which  the 
judgment  has  been  entered  for  the  Defendant  in 
error,  is  founded  on  a  &lse  representation^  and 
the  count  does  not  allege  any  sufficient  ground  ta 
maintain  an  action  thereon  ;  for  by  law  an  action 
will  lie  on  a  falae  representation  only  in  three 
classes  of  cases  ^  first,  where  the  representation  is 
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1831.  made  respecting  the  subject  matter  of  a  contract 
between  the  parties;  secondly,  where  it  is  made 
fraudulently,  and  with  intent  to  deceive;  and, 
thirdly,  where  it  is  made  with  knowledge  of  its 

I  falsehood;  whereas  the  said  fifth  count  does  not 
shew  any  contract  between  the  Plaintiff  in  error 
and  the  Defendant  in  error,  nor  does  it  allege  any 

;  fraud  in  the  Plaintiff,  nor  assert  his  knowledge  of 
the  falsehood  of  what  he  represented. 

The  fifth  count  being  defective  in  substance, 
cannot  be  made  good  by  the  verdict  for  the  De- 
fendant; for  though  a  verdict  may  cure  a  de- 
fective statement  of  a  good  title  to  maintain  an 
action,  it  cannot  supply  or  create  a  tide,  and  it 

.  is  contrary  to  law  to  presume  the  existence  of 
fraud,  or  a  scienter^  where  it  is  not  alleged ;  and 
there  is  nothing  stated  in  the  fifth  count,  from 
which  fraud,  or  a  scienter^  could  or  ought  to  be 
inferred  against  the  Plaintiff  in  error ;  and  there 
is  the  less  reason  for  any  such  inference  in  this 
case,  because  it  appears  by  the  record,  that  there 
were  other  counts  in  the  declaration  of  the  De- 

{    fendant  in  error,  which   distinctiy  averred  both 

'  fraud  and  a  scienter  in  the  Plaintiff  in  error ;  and 
that  on  those  counts  the  Defendant  in  error  thought 
proper  to  enter  a  nolle  prosequi. 

The  representation  made  by  the  Plaintiff  in 
error  to  the  Defendant  in  error,  as  stated  in  the 
fifth  count,  must  be  considered  as  having  been 
made  innocently,  and  from  a  conviction  of  its 
truth,  and  that  the  Plaintiff  in  error  did  not  and 
could  not  derive  any  benefit  from  making  such 
representation,  if  false ;  and  even  assuming  that 
the  Plaintiff  in  error  could  derive  a  benefit  from 
making  such  representation,  yet  the  Defendant  in 
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error  could  not  maintain  an  action  against  the       issi. 
Plaintiff  in  errbr  for  a  false  representation,  which 
was  not  at  the  time  known  to  him  to  have  been  ) 
false. 

It  was  the  duty  of  the  Defendant  in  error,  as  : 
sheriff  to  inform  himself  of  the  goods  and  chat-  t 
tels  of  the  Defendant,  in  the  writ  delivered  to  i 
him,  as  set  forth  in  the  fifth  count ;  and  as  such  1 
sheriff  he  had  by  law  ample  powers  to  enable  him 
to  ascertain  the  truth  or  falsehood  of  the  repre-   ^ 
sentation  made  to  him  by  the  Plaintiff  in  error. 
The  Defendant  in  error,  as  such  sheri£^  was  not 
under  any  obligation  to  seize  the  goods,  merely  on 
the  representation  made  to  him  by  the  Plaintiff  in 
error,  and  must  be  considered  as  having  acted  on 
his  own  responsibility,  and  in  discharge  of  his 
duty,  and  not  under  the  influence  of  such  repre- 
sentation. 

The  practice  of  sherifis,  in  requiring  an  in-  ' 
demnify  from  plaintiffs  in  executions,  and  the 
practice  of  the  courts  of  law,  in  compelling  a 
plaintiff  who  requires  a  sheriff  to  seize  or  sell 
goods  under  a  fieri  facias  to  give  such  sheriff  an 
indemnify  in  certain  cases,  demonstrates  that  it  is 
considered,  that  without  such  indemnity  the  sheriff 
could  not  maintain  an  action  against  the  Plaintiff 
upon  such  execution.  A  representation  which  is 
merely  false,  and  is  not  accompanied  by  fraud,  or 
a  scienter^  could  not  be  suflScient  to  enable  a  sheriff 
to  maintain  an  action. 

It  is  contrary  to  the  policy  of  the  law  to  hold 
out  an  inducement  to  a  sheriff  to  sell  under  a  fieri 
fadas^  without  a  suflScient  inquiry,  which  will  be 
the  case  if  he  is  entitied,  upon  an  execution,  to 
maintain  an  action  against  the  Plaintifl^  who  in« 
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tss^l.      ndcently  shows  him  goods  as  bek>ng;iiig  to  the 
^^^     Defbodant  in  the  action:  which  were  neaUy  not 
so. 

It  is  a  novel  action,  going  beyond  the  principie 
pf  any  decided  cas^  and  is  inconsistent  with,  and 
repugnant  to^  the  principles  of  former  dec]sian& 

For  the  Defendant  in  errors  Sir  Jama  Scarktt 
atid  Mr.  Serjeant  Spankie. 

It  is  a  principle  of  law^  that  he  wiio  affirms 
either  that  which  be  does  not  know  to  be  truer  or 
'    that  which  be  knows  to  be  false,  to  another's  pre- 
judice and  his  own  gain^  is  a  wrong-doer,  and  must 
;   answer  in  damages  for  the  ii^ry  occasioned  by 

suich  falsehood. 
^  It  appears  by  the  fifth  count  that  the  Plaintiff  in 
error  did  not  know  what  he  represented  to  be  true;' 
;  for  the  representation  as  to  the  property  in  tlie 
goods  is  averred  to  have  been  untrue,  and  conse* 
quently  the  Plaintiff  in  error  was  guilty  of  false- 
hood, to  the  damage  of  the  Defendant  in  error,  the 
Plaintiff  in  error  being  at  the  time  interested  in 
making  the  representation. 

It  further  appears,  that  the  falsehood  of  the  re- 
presentation was  prejudicial  to  the  Defendant  in 
error,  and  caused  the  damage  to  him  set  out  in  the 
fifth  count. 

The  Defendant  in  error  was  by  law  bound,  in 
performance  of  his  duty  as  sheriff^  to  act  upon  the 
representation  as  to  the  property  in  the  goods  so 
made  by  the  Plaintiff  in  error,  at  the  peril  of  an 
action  at  the  suit  of  the  Plaintiff  in  error,  if  he,  the 
Defendant  in  error,  had  neglected  or  refused  so  to 
act :  consequently^  a  duty  was  imposed  upon  the 
Plaintiff  in  error  to  represent  the  fact,  as  to  the 
property  in  the  goods,  truly.   It  is  equally  a  breach 


The  authorities  cited  were :  Hovenden's  Notes 
to  Ves.  jun.,  voL  9.  p.  140. ;  Haycrqft  v.  Creasy^ 
2  East,  92. ;  AshUn  v.  White,  Holf  s  N.  P.  C.  S87.} 
Adamson  v.  JarviSj  4  Bing.  66. ;  Merrywether  v. 
NtTOfif  8  T.  R.  I864 }  Com.  Dig.  Act  on  Case  for 
Deceit,  (A)  10. ;  Pasley  v.  Freeman,  3  T.  R.  51., 
Opinion  of  Grose  J.  as  to  Action  of  Deceit;  Dal^s 
Casej  Cro.  Eliz.  44. ;  Cross  v.  Gardener^  Carthew, 
90. ;  1  Saunders,  228.  Serjt.  Williams's  note.  See 
also  Tapp  v.  Lee,  3  B.  &  P.  S71.  j  Foster  v.  Charles, 
6  Bing.  396.,  and  7  Bing.  105. ;  Corbett  v.  Brown, 
8  Bing.  33.,  6  Moore  &  P.  85. 
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of  duty,  ill  a  case  of  dug  n«ture^  to  state  that  is  a  t  1891. 
fact  which  the  party  representing  does  Mt  kno^ 
ta  be  true,  as  wiliuUy,  knowingly^  or  fmudulentfj  ' 
tamisrepreseiit  the  matter-  It  ia  equally  Mofi  isk 
both  cases,  and  the  relation  in  which  the  sheriff 
stands  to  the  party  making  the  representational  and 
the  necessity  which  the  ahmff  ia  under  to  act  oil 
the  represaitatioa  if  tiue^  ittpoae^  &  dutgr  od  the 
person  making-  such  fapresentatioQ  to  make  it 
truly  v  that  isy  not  to  state  as  a  fact  that  which  he 
does  not  know  to  be  true,  and  which  turns  out  to 
be  false. 

The  allegation  of  wrong,  and  of  consequent 
damage  in  the  fifth  count,  is  at  all  events  suflScient 
after  verdict 

If  the  party  making  the  representation  has  no 
interest,  the  action  may  not  lie,  unless  it  is  done 
maliciously,  in  which  case  third  parties  may  be- 
come liable,  even  criminally.  This  is  a  case  where 
the  party  making  the  false  representation  had  an 
interest. 
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iBSl.  At  the  conclusion  of  the  argument,  Lord  Ten- 

terden  said  that  the  case  required  consideration. 
The  judgment  was  afterwards  moved  unexpect- 
edly, and  there  is  no  record  of  the  reasons  given  by 
Lord  Tenterden  and  Lord  Wynford.  But  Lord 
^  Tenterden  afterwards  privately  informed  the  re- 
porter, that  he  put  the  case  upon  the  ground  that 
the  sheriff  was  a  public  oflScer,  and  (as  his  Lord- 
ship expressed  it)  was  placed  between  two  fires. 

Judgment  aflirmed. 
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ENGLAND, 

(court   of   CHANCERY.) 

Nathan  Mater  Rothschild        -       Appellant ; 
James  Brookman         -         -        -     Besponjdent. 

A  broker  or  agent  being  employed  by  a  customer  to  sell  foreign 
stock  on  a  day  specified  by  him  in  a  letter  of  instructions^ 
purchased  the  stock  in  the  name  of  his  partners,  a  firm  in 
Paris,  at  the  market  price  of  the  day.  Being  also  employed 
to  purchase  foreign  stock  and  bonds  for  his  customer,  ac- 
cording to  his,  the  agent's,  recommendation,  he  transmitted 
accounts  of  the  transactions  to  his  employer,  with  broker's 
notes,  &c.,  as  if  he  had  purchased  the  stock  of  third  persons. 
In  Ustct,  no  stock  or  bonds  were  purchased ;  no  transfers 
were  made;  no  broker's  notes  passed,  but  the  sales  were 
nominal  of  stock  and  bonds  remaining  in  the  hands  of  the 
agent  and  his  partners,  and  not  set  apart  nor  appropriated 
to  the  customer.  In  order  to  efiect  these  purchases,  loans 
of  money  were  made  by  the  agent  to  the  customer,  upon 
agreement  that  the  stock  and  bonds  should  remain  as  a 
deposit  in  the  hands  of  the  agent,  to  secure  the  repayment 
of  money  advanced. 

The  stock  and  bonds  were  afterwards  sold  at  a  loss  under  the 
advice  of  the  agent. 

In  1819  an  account  of  these  transactions  was  rendered,  and 
settled  between  the  customer  and  the  agent,  and  great  loss 
having  been  incurred  upon  the  transactions,  a  large  balance 
was  paid  by  the  customer  to  the  agent. 

Upon  bill  filed  in  1824,  all  the  transactions  were  set  aside,  and 
an  account  decreed  against  the  agent.  This  decree  was 
alBrmed  on  appeal. 


XN  Hilary  term  1824,  a  bill  was  filed  in  the 
Court  of  Chancery  by  the  Respondent  against  the 
Appellatit,  stating  a^  case,  which,  as  it  appeared 
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18S1.      on  the  hearing  in  the  Court  below,  and  upon  the 
appeal,  was  in  substance  as  follows :  — 

In  the  early  part  of  1818,  Mn  Brookman, 
who  resided  at  Southampton,  was  the  holder  of 
aO,000  francs  per  annum  French  rentes,  the  divi- 
dends  of  which  he  received  through  Mr.  Roths- 
child and  his  partners.  This  brought  about  the 
introduction  of.  Mr.  Brookman  to  Mr.  Roths- 
child, and  Mr.  Rothschild  entered  iqjto  a  cor- 
respondence with  Mn  Brookman  as  to  French 
rentes  and  Prussian  bonds,  and  Mr.  Rothschild, 
who  expressed  himself  to  be  very  anxious  to  serve 
Mn  Brookman,  acquired  great  influence  over  Mn 
Brookman.  At  this  time  Mn  Brookman  applied 
to  be  admitted  to  a  share  in  the  French  loan,  for 
which  Mn  Rothschild  was  the  contractor. 

He  was  also  the  contractor  for  the  Prussian  loan 
for  5,000,000/.  sterling,  which  was  to  be  raised  by 
instalments  payable  at  different  periods. 

In  April  and  May,  1818,  Mr.  Rothschild  repre- 
sented to  Mr.  Brookman  that  it  would  be  much  to 
his  advantage  to  hold  Prussian  bonds,  which,  as 
he  represented,  would,  according  to  his  expect- 
ations, rise  to  90,  the  price,  as  far  as  it  could  be 
ascertained,  being  then  about  82  to  83  per  cen- 
tum ;  and  in  a  letter  dated  the  23d  of  May,  1818, 
Mr.  Rothschild  stated  that  he  thought  that  Mr. 
Brookman  would  do  well  to  sell  part  of  his  French 
stock  and  invest  it  in  Prussian  bonds.  Ill  con- 
sequence of  this  advice,  Mn  Brookman,  who  was 
still  at  Southampton,  on  the  24<th  of  May,  1818, 
wrote  to  Mn  Rothschild,  and  directed  him  to  sell 
his  20,000  French  rentes,  and  to  hold  the  proceeds 
in  his  hands,  unless  there  would  be  a  saving  by  an 
immediate  investment  in  Prussian  bonds^  in  which 
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case  be  wished  the  proceeds  to  be  immediately  in-  issi. 
vested^  and  that  the  bonds  should  remain  with 
Mr.  Rothschild.  Mr.  Rothschild  consented  to  oT 
execute  this  sale  and  purchase,  and  acted  as  Mr. 
Brookman*s  agent  in  the  whole  transaction,  and 
on  the  25th  of  May,  1818,  the  day  on  which  he 
received  the  letter  of  the  S4th  of  May,  Mr.  Roths- 
child wrote  to  Mr.  Brookman,  informing  him  that 
he  had  sold  his  20,000  rentes  and  invested  the 
produce  in  the  purchase  of  Prussian  bonds.  The 
letter  was  so  framed  as  to  lead  Mr.  Brookman  to 
suppose  that  the  sale  and  purchase  had  been  made 
to  third  persons,  and  on  the  most  advantageous 
terms.  On  the  filing  of  Mr.  Rothschild's  first  an- 
swer, Mr.  Brookman  discovered  that  the  sale  and 
purchase  were  both  fictitious  j  Mr.  Rothschild 
having,  on  behalf  of  himself  and  his  partners, 
taken  the  rentes  to  himself,  and  not  having  bought 
any  bonds,  but  supplied  them  out  of  his  own  stock 
at  a  profit  to  himself  of  about  1500/.  Shortly  after 
this  transaction,  contrary  to  the  representation  of 
Mr.  Rothschild,  whose  large  capital  in  both  stocks 
enabled  him  to  influence  the  market  at  pleasure, 
French  rentes  rose  and  Prussian  bonds  fell. 

In  the  month  of  June,  1818,  Mr.  Rothschild  ad- 
vised Mr.  Brookman  to  buy  and  hold  Prussian 
bonds,  stating  it  to  be  his  opinion  that  they  would 
rise  from  their  then  price  (about  82)  to  90  per  cent. 
Relying  on  these  representations,  Mr«  Brookman 
purchased  of  Mr.  Rothschild,  on  the  2d  of  June, 
1818,  5000/.  Prussian  bonds  at  81|  per  cent,  to 
be  paid  for  in  four  months  with  interest  from  the 
day  of  contract.  On  the  15th  day  of  the  same 
month  he  purchased  of  Mr.  Rothschild  5000/. 
Prussian  bonds  at  81  per  centi  to  be  paid  for  in 
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1831.  four  months  with  interest  from  the  day  of  contract 
On  the  same  day  he  purchased  of  Mr.  Roths- 
child 40,000/.  Prussian  bonds  at  82  per  cent,  to 
be  paid  for  at  the  option  of  the  buyer  within 
twelve  months,  allowing  5  per  cent  interest  from 
the  day  of  contract  to  the  day  of  payment  The 
conditions  of  the  purchases  were,  that  Mr.  Roths- 
child was  to  advance  the  money,  and  Mr.  Brook- 
man  was  to  pay  interest  at  5  per  cent,  on  the  sum 
advanced,  and  that  Mr.  Rothschild  was  to  hold 
the  bonds  for  his  security. 

Mr.  Brookman,  in  the  months  of  April  and 
May,  1818,  purchased  of  other  persons  15,0002. 
Prussian  bonds,  and  having  to  pay  for  part  of 
such  bonds  in  the  month  of  i^ptember  of  the 
same  year,  borrowed  of  Mr.  Rothschild,  through 
the  brokers  Dearman,  Bell,  and  Co., '  the  sum  of 
8500/.  upon  his  (Mr.  Brook  man's)  note  of  hand, 
with  interest  at  5  per  cent,  and  a  deposit  of  Prus- 
sian bonds  to  the  amount  of  11,000/.  Prussian 
bonds.  The  brokers  having  negotiated  this  loan 
and  received  a  cheque  of  Mr.  Rothschild  for  the 
amount,  delivered  to  Mr.  Rothschild  Mr.  Brook- 
man's  promissory  note,  payable  with  interest  at 
5  per  cent,  for  the  like  amount,  and  at  the  same 
time  carried  and  delivered  to  Mr.  Rothschild 
Prussian  bonds  belonging  to  Mr.  Brookman  to  the 
amount  of  11,000/.  Prussian  bonds,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  being  a  collateral  security  to  Mr.  Roths- 
child for  the  due  payment  of  the  promissory  note. 
On  the  7th  day  of  October,  1818,  Mr.  Rothschild 
paid  to  Mr.  Brookman  the  half  year's  dividends 
on  61,000/.  as  the  amount  of  bonds  which  he  held 
for  Mr.  Brookman. 

On  the  6th  of  October  an  account  was  delivered 
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to*  Mr.  Brookman  by  the  brokers  Dearman,  Bell,       i»3l. 
and  Co.  on  behalf  of  Mr.  Rothschild,  which,  in- 
cluding a  charge  for  brokerage,  showed  a  balance     *"'  v. 
due  from  Mr.  Brookman  of  41,639/.  16^.  6rf.  on 
account  of  the  several  purchases,  amounting  in  the 
whole  to  50,000/.  Prussian  bonds.    In  order  to  settle 
this  account,  Mr.  Brookman,  through  the  agency  of 
Dearman,  Bell,  and  Co.,  borrowed  of  Mr.  Roths- 
child 41,500/.  upon  the  security  of  his  (Mr.  Brook- 
man's)  note  of  hand  for  the  same  amount,  payable 
with  interest  at  5  per  cent,  and  a  deposit  of  the 
50,000/.  Prussian  bonds  as  a  collateral  security  for 
the  due  payment  of  the  note.     Mr.  Brookman  then 
delivered  to  the  brokers  his  promissory  note  for 
41,500/.,  and  paid  them  in  cash  139/.  16^.  6c/., 
making  together  the   sum   so  stated   to   be  due 
from  him  in  respect  of  the  bonds,  and  Dearman, 
Bell,  and  Co.  then  paid  to  Mr.  Rothschild  their 
cheque    on    Messrs.    Masterman    and    Co.    for 
41,522/.  4j.  lOflf.,  being  the  amount  due  to  him 
for  iHe  50,000/.  Prussian  bonds,  afler  deducting 
their  charge   to  -Mr.  Rothschild    for   brokerage. 
Dearman,  Bell,  and  Co.  then  received  from  Mr. 
Rothschild  a  cheque  for  41,500/.,  handed  over  to 
him  Mr.  Brookman's  promissory  note  for  the  like 
amount,    and   lefl  the  50,000/.   Prussian   bonds 
deposited  in  Mr.  Rothschild's  hands  as  the  specific 
property  of  Mr.  Brookman  for  the  purpose  of 
being  a  security  to  him  for  the  due  payment  of 
the  note. 

On  the  15th  of  October  following,  Mr.  Brooke 
man  having  to  pay  for  the  remainder  of  the  15,000/. 
Prussian  bonds,  borrowed  of  Mr.  Rothschild, 
through  the  agency  of  Deai;man,  Bell,  and  Ca, 
the  sum  of  4200/.,  payable  with  interest  at  5  per 
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1831.  cent,  upon  the  security  of  his  note  of  hand  for  the 
like  amount,  and  a  deposit  of  6OOO/.  Prussian 
^  '  bonds  as  a  security  for  the  due  payment  of  the 
note.  Accordingly  Messrs.  Dearman,  Bell,  and 
Co.  received  from  Mr.  Rothschild  his  cheque  for 
4200/.,  delivered  to  him  Mr.  Brookman's  pro- 
missory note  for  the  like  amount,  and  deposited 
with  him  Prussian  bonds  belonging  to  Mr.  Brook- 
man  to  the  amount  of  6000/.  as  a  collateral  security 
for  the  due  payment  of  the  note. 

In  the  month  of  December  following,  at  which 
time  Prussian  bonds  had  fallen  about  7  per  cent., 
Mr.  Rothschild  strongly  advised  Mr.  Brookman 
to  sell  his  Prussian  bonds  then  in  his  (Mr. 
Rothschild's)  hands,  and  to  invest  the  proceeds 
in  the  French  funds,  stating,  that  by  so  doing 
he  had  no  doubt  Mr.  Brookman  would  repair 
the  losses  he  had  sustained.  Mr.  Brookman  ac- 
cordingly acted  on  such  advice,  and  sold  to  Mr. 
Rothschild  the  whole  of  his  &7fiO0L  Prussian 
bonds  by  two  contracts,  one  for  37,000/.  bonds, 
dated  the  17th  of  December,  1818,  and  the  other 
for  30,000/.  bonds,  dated  the  3 1st  of  December, 
1818,  at  the  price  of  75  per  cent.  Out  of  the 
proceeds  of  the  said  67iOOO/.  Prussian  bonds  Messrs. 
Dearman,  Bell,  and  Harford  paid  to  Mr.  Roths- 
child the  amounts  of  Mr.  Brookman's  two  pro- 
missory notes,  dated  respectively  September  18th 
and  October  6th,  1818,  and  Mr.  Rothschild  then 
delivered  up  the  same  to  Mr.  Brookman.  Owing 
to  the  fall  in  the  price  of  Prussian  bonds,  the  pro- 
ceeds were  only  sufficient  to  pay  off  the  two  notes 
for  8500/.  and  41,500/.,  leaving  the  note  for 
4200/.  still  unpaid,  and  Mr.  Rothschild  called 
upon  Mr.  Brookman  to  deposit  other  bonds  as  a 
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security  to  him  for  the  payment  of  that  note.  Mr.  l8Sl. 
Brookman  accordingly  deposited  with  Mr.  Roths- 
child other  Prussian  bonds  belonging  to  him  to 
the  amount  of  5500/.,  which  bonds  were,  on  or 
about  the  ^th  day  of  February,  1819»  sold  to  Mr. 
Rothschild,  at  the  price  of  7Sf  per  cent,  and  the 
remaining  promissory  note  for  4^001.  was  paid  out 
of  the  produce  of  those  bonds. 

In  about  a  month  after  the  67*000/.  Prussian 
bonds  were  sold  to  Mr.  Rothschild,  the  price  of 
Prussian  bonds  rose  3f  per  cenrt.  Previously  to 
the  purchase  by  Mr.  Rothschild  of  the  679OOOL 
Prussian  bonds,  he  had  sold  and  delivered  the 
11,000/.  Prussian  bonds  belonging  to  Mr.  Brook- 
man,  and  deposited  with  him  as  a  security  on  the 
18th  of  September,  1818,  at  higher  prices  than 
75  per  cent.  The  50,000i  Prussian  bonds  were 
not  selected  from  the  other  Prussian  bonds  in  Mr. 
Rothschild's  hands,  or  in  any  manner  set  apart  or 
identified ;  and  at  the  time  when  Mr.  Rothschild 
engaged  to  buy  the  67,000/.  bonds  from  Mr.  Brook* 
man,  he  had  Prussian  bonds  in  his  hands  belong- 
ing to  Mr.  Brookman,  to  the  amount  of  6000/.  only, 
being  the  remainder  of  the  bonds  which  Mr.  Brook- 
man had  purchased  from  other  persons,  and  placed 
in  Mr.  Rothschild's  hands. 

In  December,  1818,  Mr.  Rothschild  advised  Mr. 
Brookman  to  make  a  purchase  of  French  rentes. 
Accordingly,  on  the  17th  of  Dec.  1818,  Mr.  Brook- 
man  purchased  of  Mr.  Rothschild,  according  to 
Mr.  Rothschild's  account  of  the  particulars,  49,000 
francs  French  5  per  cent,  rentes,  at  67  per  cent, 
and  23,  80,  exchange ;  on  the  31st  of  Dec  1818, 
32,000  francs  French  rentes,  at  66  per  cent  and 
23,  40,  exchange;  on  the  1st  of  Jan.  1819» 
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18S1.  francs  French  rentes,  at  65  per  cent,  exchange  23» 
35 ;  on  the  29th  of  Jan,  1819,  19,000  francs  French 
rentes,  at  70  per  cent.,  exchange  23,  40  ;  and  on 
the  4th  of  Feb,  1819,  7000  francs  French  rentes^ 
at  70  per  cent,,  23,  40  exchange ;  making,  in  the 
vrhole,  115,000  francs  per  annum,  French  5  per 
cent,  rentes.  The  purchase  monies  in  the  whole 
amounted,  at  the  above  rates  of  exchange,  to 
65,649/*  0^,  8(/,  By  the  terms  of  the  contracts, 
Mr.  Brookman  was  to  pay  the  purchase  monies 
with  interest  at  5  per  cent  per  annum,  on  or  before 
the  15th  day  of  June  then  next,  and  then  to  have 
the  rentes  transferred  to  him,  and  in  the  meantime 
they  were  to  remain  in  the  name  of  Mr,  Rothschild. 
These  transactions  were  conducted  as  if  they  had 
been  real  sales ;  brokers'  notes  were  made  out,  a^d 
Mr.  Rothschild,  in  April,  1819,  accounted  to  Mr. 
Brookman  for  the  half-year's  dividends  which  be- 
came due  on  those  several  portions  of  rentes  in  the 
month  of  March,  after  deducting  his  commission 
ibr  receiving  the  same,  and  Messrs.  Rothschild 
Freres  of  Paris,  in  their  correspondence,  referred 
to  the  rentes  as  Mr,  Brookman's  rentes.  But  it 
was  charged  by  the  bill,  that  the  whole  transaction 
on  the  part  of  Mr.  Rothschild  and  his  partners  was 
fictitious;  that  they  had  not  at  the  time  115,000 
French  rentes,  or  if  they  had,  that  no  such  amount 
of  rentes  was  in  fact  transferred  or  set  apart  for 
Mr,  Brookman,  or  in  any  manner  identified  as  Mr. 
Brookman's  property. 

In  May,  1819,  Mr.  Rothschild  advised  Mr. 
Brookman  to  sell  his  French  rentes.  Mr.  Brook- 
man, in  pursuance  of  such  advice,  through  Messrs, 
Dearman,  Bell,  and  Co.,  sold  in  London  5000 
francs  per  annum  of  such  rentes  to  a  Mr.  Blakesley^ 
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and  on  Messrs.  Dearman  and  Co.  paying  to  Mr.  issi. 
Rothschild  the  contract  price  for  such  rentes, 
French  rentes  to  that  amount  were  transferred  to 
the  purchaser  by  Mr.  Rothschild  and  his  partners. 
Immediately  after  this  sale  had  been  completed^ 
Mr.  Rothschild  urged  Mr.  Brookman  to  sell  hia 
rentes,  not  in  London  but  in  Paris,  and  repre- 
sented the  necessity  to  be  so  urgent,  that  an  ex- 
press must  be  sent  to  Paris  immediately,  to  effect 
the  sale.  Mr.  Brookman  accordingly  authorized 
Mr.  Rothschild  to  send  an  express  to  Paris  to  sell 
the  whole  of  the  remainder  of  his  rentes.  Mr. 
Rothschild,  as  he  represented,  despatched  an  ex- 
press to  Paris,  and  charged  Mr.  Brookman 
97L  6s.  2d.,  for  the  expenses  of  such  express.  In 
a  short  time  afterwards  Mr.  Rothschild  informed 
Mr.  Brookman  that  he  had  received  advice  from 
Paris  of  the  sale  of  Mr.  Brookman's  rentes,  and 
Messrs.  Rothschild  Brothers  of  Paris  furnished 
Mr.  Brookman  with  an  account  sales  of  such 
rentes,  by  which  it  was  represented  that  on  the 
28th  day  of  May,  1819,  they  had  sold  the  whole  of 
Mr.  Brookman's  remaining  1 10,000  francs  French 
rentes,  in  the  following  portions,  and  at  the  follow- 
ing prices :  — 

Frs.  S0,000  rentes^  at  66  SO  per  cent 

30,000  66  40 

20,000  66  45 

20,000  66  50 

10,000  66  60 

Upon  this  transaction,  Messrs.  Rothschild  Fr^res 
made  a  charge  of  9,132  francs  for  commission  and 
brokerage,  and  represented  to  Messrs.  Deannan, 
Bell,  and  Co.  that  their  best  exertions  had  been 
used  in  the  sale  of  the  rentes.  On  searching  the 
government  books  in  France,  by  virtue  of  a  com- 
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1831.  mission  issued,  in  the  year  1828,  in  this  caase,  by 
the  Court  of  Chancery,  for  taking  evidence  in 
France,  it  appeared  that  no  such  sales  as  those 
represented  by  Messrs.  Rothschild  Frdres  to  have 
been  made  for  Mr.  Brookman  were  effected.  It 
appeared  that  some  sales  were  made  at  the  time 
stated  by  Messrs.  Rothschild  Fr^res,  but  they  did 
not  correspond  in  their  several  amounts  with  those 
represented  to  have  been  made  on  account  of  Mr. 
Brookman. 

As  soon  as  this  supposed  transaction  had  been 
completed,  French  rentes  began  to  rise  rapidly  in 
price,  and  Mr.  Brookman,  on  this  becoming  known 
to  him,  became  anxious  to  have  the  proceeds  of 
the  sale,  which  remained  in  the  hands  of  Roths- 
child Fr^res,  re-invested  in  the  purchase  of  French 
rentes ;  and  after  consulting  Mr.  Rothschild  upon 
the  subject,  sent  an  order  to  Messrs.  Rothschild 
Fr^res  to  re-invest  the  same.  In  due  course 
Messi*s.  Rothschild  Fr^res  advised  Mr.  Brookman 
that  they  had  re-invested  the  proceeds  of  the 
110,000  rentes  in  the  purchase  of  105,500  rentes. 
Messrs.  Rothschild  Fibres  represented  in  their  ad- 
vice that  this  sum  had  been  purchased  in  the 
following  parcels :  — 

Frs.  10,000  rentes,  at  68  60  per  cent 

20,000  68  65 

40,000  68  75 

35,500  68  70 

And  they  charged  1811  francs  for  brokerage  on 
this  transaction. 

It  appeared^  on  search  being  made  in  the  French 
government  books,  by  virtue  of  the  aforesaid  com- 
mission, that  no  such  purchases  as  those  repre- 
sented by  Messrs.  Rothschild  Frhres  were  made 
by  them. 
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Id  September,  1819»  the  price  of  French  rentes  issi. 
in  London  having  risen  to  7^  per  cent.  Mr.  Brook* 
man  determined  to  take  advantage  of  the  rise,  by  ef- 
fecting gradual  sales  in  London,  but  Mr.  Rothschild 
resisted  any  sale  being  made  in  London,  and  ad- 
vised, as  more  beneficial  to  Mr.  Brookman,  to 
have  the  rentes  sold  in  Paris. 

In  consequence  of  Mr.  Rothschild's  refusal  to 
have  the  rentes  sold  in  London,  Mr.  Brookman 
went  over  to  Paris,  where  he  arrived  on  the  20th 
of  September,  1819»  and  on  the  next  day  had  an 
interview  with  Mr.  James  Mayer  Rothschild,  in 
the  presence  of  Mr.  Bell,  when  he  gave  verbal 
instructions  to  Mr.  James  Mayer  Rothschild  to 
sell  his  rentes.  On  the  S&d  of  September,  1819, 
Messrs.  Rothschild  Fr^res  stated  to  Mr.  Brook- 
man,  that,  agreeably  to  his  verbal  instructions, 
they  had  effected  the  sale  of  his  105,500  francs 
rentes,  in  one  sum,  at  7I»  ^>  per  cent.,  pro- 
ducing 1,505,485  francs,  from  which  deducting 
for  commission  and  brokerage  9>409  francs  S5 
cents,  there  remained  1,496,075  francs  75  cents,  at 
25,  20,  exchange,  59,3682.  1^.  8d. ;  adding  to  this 
sum  half  a  year's  dividend  (deducting  commission) 
52,486  francs  25  cents,  at  S5,  20,  exchange, 
2082/.  15^.  9d.,  made  together  61,450/.  IJs.  5d. 
sterling,  which  Messrs.  Rothschild  Fr^res  stated 
they  should  remit  to  Mr.  N.  M.  Rothschild,  of 
London,  in  bills  at  thirty  days  date  from  the  25th 
instant  On  the  25th  of  the  same  month,  Messrs. 
Rothschild  Fr^res  addressed  another  letter  to  Mr. 
Brookman,  in  which  they  stated  they  had  added 
to  their  remittance  a  balance  of  685  francs  55  cents, 
which  remained  in  their  hands  from  the  sale  and 
re«investment  in  May  and  June,  at  25,  20,  ex- 
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XSSI.  change,  27/.  4^.  Id.^  making  the  total  amount  of 
the  remittance  61,478/.  1^.  6d.  In  truth  no  bilTs 
were  remitted  on  this  occasion ;  and,  on  searching 
the  government  books  in  France,  by  virtue  of  the 
aforesaid  commission,  it  was  found  that  no  such 
sale  took  place. . 

By  an  exhibit  in  the  cause  being  the  account 
between  Messrs.  Rothschild  Fr^res  and  the  French 
government,  embracing  the  time  from  the  20th  to 
the  27th  of  September  inclusive,  it  appeared  that 
Messrs.  Rothschild  Fr^res  during  that  time  sold 
only  20,299  francs  of  rentes.  Shortly  after  Mr. 
Brookman's  return  to  London,  Mr.  N.  M.  Roths- 
child  made  out  his  account,  charging  Mr..  Brook- 
man  with  the  amount  of  the  purchase-monies  of 
the  rentes^  and  with  interest  thereon,  and  giving 
him  credit  for  half  a  year's  dividends,  proceeds  of 
the  5000  rentes  sold  to  Mr.  Blakesley,  some  in* 
terest,  and  the  supposed  remittance  of  Messrs. 
Rothschild  Fr^res,  making  it  appear  that  on  the 
whole  there  was  a  balance  due  from  Mr.  Brook- 
man  to  him  of  1614/.  19^.  2d.  Mr.  Brookman 
paid  this  balance  in  December,  1819»  by  a  cheque 
on  Messrs.  Barclay  and  Co. 

The  bill  charged  that  Mr.  Rothschild  was  the 
agent  of  Mr.  Brookman,  and  abused  his  confidence 
and  took  an  undue  advantage  of  him  ;  that  Roths- 
child Brothers  of  Paris  were  the  partners  or  agents 
of  the  Appellant  Rothschild ;  that  Mr.  Brookman 
had  not  until  lately  discovered  the  fraud  which 
had  been  practised  against  him,  and  under  that 
ignorance  had  paid  the  balance  of  1614/.  19^.  2i/. 

The  bill  prayed  that  the  purchase  of  the  20,000 
French  rentes  might  be  declared  to  be  fraudulent 
and  void,  add  that  the  Appellant  might  be  de- 
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creed  and  ordered  to  re-transfer,  or  to  cause  to  be  IBSK 
re-transferredy  into  the  name  of  the  Respondent,  in  ^^^^^ 
the  books  kept  in  France  for  that  purpose,  20,000  «• 
French  rentes,  or  to  pay  to  the  Respondent  the 
present  value  of  such  20,000  rentes,  and  the 
amount  of  tlie  dividends  which  accrued  due 
on  the  20,000  French  rentes  since  the  purchase, 
the  Respondent  offering  to  pay  to  the  Appellant 
the  sum  of  1 1,548/.,  the  sum  for  which  the  Ap» 
pellant  gave  credit  as  the  purchase-money  of  the 
20,000  rentes,  in  the  sale  by  him  to  the  Plaintiff  of 
the  14,000/.  Prussian  bonds  in  the  month  of  May, 
1818,  with  interest;  and  that  the  accounts  between 
the  Appellant  and  the  Plaintiff  might  be  opened, 
and  that  an  account  might  be  taken  of  all  dealings 
and  transactions  between  the  Respondent  and  the 
Appellant,  or  between  the  Respondent, and  the 
Appellant  and  his  brothers,  and  that  in  taking  such 
account  the  Appellant  might  be  charged  with  the 
difference  between  the  sum  of  41,639/1  iGs.  6</.,  the 
price  at  which  he  sold  the  50,000/.  bonds  to  the 
Respondent,  and  the  sum  of  37f500/.  at  which  he 
pretended  to  buy  the  same  of  the  Respondent  in 
December,  1818,  with  interest  thereon  at  five  per 
cent,  per  annum  from  the  31st  of  December,  1818 ; 
and  that  the  Appellant  might  also  be  charged  with 
the  actual  value  or  price  of  17,000/.  Prussian 
bonds,  with  interest  thereon  at  5  per  cent,  per 
annum,  from  the  time  when  he  actually  sold  the 
same  respectively ;  and  that  he  might  be  charged 
in  the  aforesaid  account  with  the  value  to  be  now 
sold,  of  110,000  rentes,  being  the  residue  of  the 
aforesaid  amount  of  115,000  rentes  purchased  by 
the  Respondent,  with  the  dividends  which  accrued 
due  on  the  said  sum  of  1 10,000  French  rentes, 
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18S1.  from  the  times  when  the  sum  of  110,000  rentes 
were  represented  by  the  Appellant  to  have  been 
purchased  by  the  Respondent,  he  being  willing  in 
such  case  to  be  charged  with  the  purchase  money 
agreed  to  be  given  for  the  same,  with  interest 
thereon ;  or  that  at  least  the  Appellant  might  be 
charged  with  the  sum  of  1614/.  19^.  2^.,  paid  to 
him  by  the  Respondent  on  the  10th  of  December, 
1819,  on  the  settlement  of  accounts  between  them, 
relative  to  the  purchase  of  the  115,000  rentes, 
together  with  interest  thereon  at  five  per  cent,  per 
annum  from  the  10th  of  December,  1819* 

The  Appellant,  by  his  answer,  stated  that  he 
carried  on  the  business  of  a  dealer  in  foreign 
securities.  He  denied  that  he  ever  carried  on 
the  business  of  a  broker,  or  that  he  ever  sought 
the  confidence  of  the  Respondent,  or  ever  offered 
to  act  as  his  agent,  or  ever  charged  him  with 
brokerage  or  commission  upon  any  of  the  trans- 
actions stated  in  the  bill. 

He  said  that  the  Respondent  sought  him. 

With  respect  to  the  advice  which  the  Appellant 
was  alleged  to  have  given,  he  said  that  he  and  his 
clerks  were  daily  consulted  by  numbers  of  persons 
at  his  counting-house  and  upon  'Change  as  to  the 
foreign  funds,  and  it  was  therefore  utterly  im- 
possible  for  him  to  recollect  what  advice  he  might 
have  given  so  long  ago,  either  to  the  Respondent 
or  any  other  individual ;  he  said,  however,  that 
whatever  advice  he  gave,  it  was  always  given  band 
fide ;  he  said  that  the  only  advice  he  recollected 
to  have  given  to  the  Respondent  was  in  May, 
1819,  to  sell  his  110,000  rentes  in  Paris  rather 
than  in  London,  and  to  send  an  express  for  the 
purpose. 
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As  to  the  sale  of  the  20,000  French  rentes,  and      issi. 
purchase  of  the  19^000  Prussian  bonds,  the  follow* 
ing  case  was  made  by  the  answer :  —  ^ 

The  Hespondent  having  requested  information 
as  to  French  and  Prussian  stock,  the  Appellant,  in 
a  letter  of  the  23d  of  May,  1818,  said,  «  French 
^  stock'  here  (in  London)  is  about  69  per  cent. 
<<and  Prussian  bonds  82  to  83:  I  think  you 
^*  would  do  well  to  sell  part  of  the  former  and 
**  invest  it  in  the  latter.'* 

By  return  of  post,  the  Appellant  received  from 
the  Respondent  the  following  letter :  — 

<<  Southampton,  May  24th,  1818. 
Sir,  —  I  have  received  your  obliging  commu- 
nication under  yesterday's  date.     The  price  of 
**  the  French  five  per  cents.  I  observe,  you  quote  at 
«  about  69  in  London.     Shall  I  beg  the  favour  of 
you  to  cause  my  20,000  rentes  in  that  stock  to 
be  disposed  of  to-morrow  on  the  best  possible 
'<  terms,  both  as  to  the  price  and  exchange  ?    The 
produce  you  will  have  the  goodness  to  retain  in 
your  hands  until  I  have  determined  how  to  dis- 
pose of  it,  unless  there  would  be  a  saving  of 
commission  in  purchasing  Prussian  bonds  im. 
mediately  with  it,  so  as  for  the  sale  and  purchase 
*'  to  be  considered  as  one  transaction }  in  this  case 
*'  I  would  wish  it  to  be  immediately  invested,  and 
<*  then  the  bonds  can  remain  with  you.    Should 
*'the  bonds  be  purchased,'  I  hope  they  may  be 
**  obtained  at  about  82*     I  shall  have  the  pleasure 
•*  to  receive  a  letter  from  you  by  return  of  post,  to 
*^  inform  me  how  the  above  transactions  have  been 
'Reflected,  and  in  it  instructions  respecting  my 
^  sending  up  my  certificates  or  inscriptions. 

(Signed)        <<  James  Brookman.'- 
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1831.  The  Appellant  having  thus  received  peremptory 

J^^^^^  orders  to  sell,  and  having,  on  the  25th  of  May, 
»^  _  1818,  the  day  on  which  he  received  the  letter, 
occasion  to  purchase  French  five  per.  cent  rentes 
for  the  house  of  De  Rothschild  Brothers  of  Parisi 
purchased  the  Respondent's  rentes  for  that  house 
at  69»  and  at  the  exchange  of  23,  90 ;  and,  in 
order  to  meet  the  Respondent's  views  as  to  saving 
commission,  immediately  invested  the  proceeds 
in  Prussian  bonds,  which  the  Appellant  supplied 
at  82^. 

The  Respondent's  brokers,  Messrs.  Dearman, 
Bell,  and  Harford,  were  employed  in  this  trans- 
action, and  signed  the  usual  broker's  notes,  and 
received  ^  per  cent  commission,  as  a  single  com* 
mission  on  one  transaction. 

By  that  day's  post,  the  Appellant  sent  to  advise 
the  Respondent  of  the  transaction. 

The  Appellant  on  the  same  day  purchased 
56,000  other  French  five  per  cent,  rentes  for  the 
same  Paris  house  from  other  persons  at  a  lower 
price,  namely,  68,  25,  and  at  the  same  rate 
of  exchange.  The  printed  list  of  the  prices  of 
public  securities  for  the  26th  of  May,  1818,  (no 
list  having  been  published  for  the  25th,)  gave 
the  price  68,  50.  The  Appellant  himself  sold 
5000  French  five  per  cent  rentes  on  the  27th  of 
May,  1818,  at  69  and  23,90,  and  allowed  i  per 
cent  brokerage  thereon,  and  15,000  on  the  29th 
of  May,  1818,  at  69  and  23,  80,  and  allowed 
i  per  cent  brokerage  thereon,  and  9000  on  the 
1st  of  June,  1818,  at  69,  and  at  the  exchange 
of  23,  90. 

The  price  charged  for  the  Prussian  bonds  was 
also  the  current  price  of  the  day :  the  Appellant 
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had  sold  13,500/.  Prussian  bonds  on  the  15th,       18S1. 
and  3O0L  more  on  the  S3d  of  the  same  month  of 

May,  at  83.    The  Respondent  had  himself  bought     ^ 

2500L  Prussian  bonds  of  Messrs.  Haldimand  and 
Co.  on  the  6th  of  that  month,  at  84. 

By  a  letter  to  the  Appellant,  dated  Southampton, 
the  26th  of  May,  1818,  the  Respondent  expressed 
Jiimself  thus :  "  I  am  favoured  with  your  letter  of 
^  yesterday's  date,  and  beg  to  return  you  my  best 
<*  thanks  for  getting  the  transaction  in  the  fVench 
^*  funds  and  Prussian  bonds  effected  so  much  to 
«*  my  advantage.** 

With  respect  to  the  letter  of  the  25th  of  May, 
he  stated  that,  from  the  multiplicity  of  his  trans- 
actions, it  was  impossible  for  him  to  write,  or  even 
accurately  to  examine  many  of  the  great  numbers 
of  letters  signed  by  him  and  sent  from  his  counting- 
house;  and  that  it  was  his  habit  to  inform  his 
clerks  of  the  different  transactions  he  had  effected 
in  the  course  of  the  morning,  of  which  advices 
were  to  be  forwarded  by  that  daj^s  post,  and  to 
leave  it  to  his  clerks  to  put  such  information  into 
the  form  of  a  letter;  and,  judging  from  his  usual 
habit,  he  believed  that  that  letter  must  have  been 
framed  by  one  of  his  clerks.  He  said  that  the 
20,000  rentes  were  immediately  added  to  the  mass 
of  French  rentes  belonging  to  Messrs.  De  Roths- 
child of  Paris,  which  was  then  very  great,  and  it 
was  impossible  to  say  what  was  become  of  them, 
they  having  subsequently  from  time  to  time  bought 
and  sold  French  rentes  to  a  vast  amount 

With  respect  to  the  second  series  of  transactions, 
commencing  in  the  month  of  June,  1818,  he  ad- 
mitted the  sales,  but  denied  that  it  wds  ever  agreed 
or  understood  between  him  and  the  Respondent 
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189k  than  tfie 50,000/.  Praccsian  bondis  sbofoUt be  Mt  apart 
for  the  Bespondenlv  aad  kept  separate  and  durtiiwli 
^_  firom  the  Appeltant'd  €fwn  property ;  he  said,  on 
the  contrarj^.  that  ihe  Respondent  eitga^d  ia  the 
transaction  as .  a  mere  matter  of  spectdation,  and 
was  perfecdy  indifibrent  whether  the  bonds  were 
marked  as  his  property,  or  whether  he  had  ^be^ 
Appellant*^  liability  to  answer  the  amomit  when* 
ever  called  upon.  He  admitted  the  re-pitrcbase* 
by  him  in  December^  1818 ;  hot  as^  evidjenee  Ibat 
he  did  not  re-^ptirchase  merdy  because  Pruasian 
bonds  were  then  at  75,  he  stated  the  fkct^  that  oir 
the  18th  and  29tli  of  that  month,  he  sold  47,100 
Prussian  bonds  at  75».aU?iywing  ^  brokerage  thereon^, 
and  at  7^^  allowing  ^  brcdcerage  d)ereen« 

With  respect  to  the  last  series,  of  ttanaantions 
he  said  that  the  115,000  French*  rentes  were  soU  by 
him  at  the  prices  of  the  days  on  wbtch  they  were 
ptirehi^ed.  He  said  that  the  sate  in  May,  lftl9^ 
the  puf  chase  of  105„500  rentes  in  June,  and  the. 
se^s^e  of  those  rentes  in  September  following^  wete 
all  conducted  by  Messrsr  De  Rothschild  of  Paris^. 
detifig  as  the  i^ents  and  by  tlie  orders  of  the 
Respondent  and  his  brokers,  Measra.  Dearman^. 
BeU,  and  Harford ;  that  ta  the  Respondent  and 
bis  brokers  the  usual  accounts  were  rendnred,  and 
tbnt  the  AppeUant  had  no  means  of  knowing  any 
tiling  of  the  particulars  of  tliose  transafittons,  except 
from  some  letters  and  copies  of  letters  lately  tran^ 
mitted  to  him  by  Messrs.  De  Rotfaschtld  of  Parm^^ 
he  said,  however,  that,  so  far  as  he  was  concernedf. 
the  traasactions  were  perfectly  regular  and  ikir, 
and  he  had  no  doubt  but  they  were  the  sam^  so 
far  as  Messrs.  De  Rothschild  of  Paris  were 
Goncernedi 
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He  said  he  believed  that  the  Respondent,  at  the       18SI. 
tRDe  when  he  paid  the  balance  of  1614/.  19^.  2d., 
knew  all  the  l^cts  he  pretended  to  have  since  dis-       ^ 
covered;    and  the  Appellant  insisted  upon  the 
acceunt  settled  in  December,  1S19»  as  a  settled 
accounts 

Issne  having  been  jcnned  in  the  cause,  witnesses 
were  examined  on  both  sides^  and  publicatioa 
Kaving  passed^  the  cause  came  on  to  be  heard 
before  the  Vice-ChanceUor. 

Both  partiea  read  the  depositions  df  many  wit- 
nesses, and  produced  much  documentary  evidence. 
The  Respondent  also  read  as  evidence  the  whole  of 
Ae  Appellant^ s  answers  to  the  original  and  amended 
btO. 

With  a  view  to  support  the  Respondent's  allega- 
ticRiy  that  the  sale  <^  the  110,000  rentes  in  May,  the 
purchase  of  105^00  other  rents  in  June,  and  the 
sale  of  the  latter  in  September,  1819,  were  nominal ; 
the  Respondent  examined  at  Paris,  under  a  com- 
missioH  to  examine  witnesses^  abroad^  two  English 
persons,  one  the  clerk  to  his  attorney,  and  the  other 
a  Mr.  Thackeray :  they  represented  themselves  to 
be  in  no  way  ccmnected  with  the  French  treasury, 
and  then  stated  that  they  had  examined  the  transfer 
books  at  fsxis,  and  they  proved  certain  extracts 
from  them.  The  extracts  related  to  the  27tb, 
SSth,  and  29th  of  May,  and  to  the  11th  and  12th 
days  of  June,  and  to  the  99d  and  9f71lh  days  of 
September,  1819;  and  k  appeared!  from  their 
evidence  that  there  were  not  on  any  of  those  days 
transfers  in  the  bodra  corresponding  with  the 
aOKMints  in  which  Messrs.  De  Rothschild  of  Paris 
alleged  themselves^  td  have  made  the  sale,^  purchase, 
and  te^atie* 
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18S1.  The  Appellant,  in  order  to  provfe  thW  69  and 

the  exchange  of  23 :  90  was  a  fair  price  for  French 
*•  rentes  on  the  S5 th  of  May,  1818,  examined  Mr.  Wet* 
tenhall,  the  gentleman  who  has  for  many  years 
published  the  printed  lists  which  circulate  in  Lon- 
don, of  English  and  foreign  funds  and  securities ; 
this  gentleman  proved  that  the  price  of  French 
rentes  was  on  the  26th  of  May,  1818,  (there  being 
no  list  published  on  the  25th  of  May,)  68 :  50,  and 
the  rate  of  exchange  between  France  and  England 
on  the  same  26th  of  May  was  23 :  90.  The  Ap- 
pellant also  stated  in  his  answer,  and  the  fact  was 
confirmed  by  the  testimony  of  one  of  his  clerks, 
that  on  the  25th  of  May,  1818,  the  Appellant  pur- 
chased from  other  persons  (exclusive  of  the  20,000 
rentes  belonging  to  the  Respondent)  the  sum  of 
86,000  rentes  at  68 :  25  per  cent,  and  at  the  ex- 
change of  23 :  90.  It  further  appeared,  by  the 
Appellant*s  answer,  which  was  read  in  evidence 
by  the  Respondent,  and  also  by  the  testimony  of 
his  clerk,  that  on  the  27th  and  29th  of  May,  18  IS, 
he  sold  two  sums  of  French  rentes  amounting  to 
20,000 ;  viz,,  on  the  27th  of  May  he  sold  5000 
rentes  at  69  per  cent,  and  at  the  exchange  of 
23 :  90,  and  allowed  \  per  cfent  brokerage  thereon  j 
and  on  the  29th  of  May,  he  sold  15,000  al  69  per 
cent,  at  the  exchange  of  23:80,  and  allowed 
\  per  cent  brokerage  thereon. 

To  shew  that  75  was  the  fair  price  of  Prussian 
bonds. in  December,  1818,  the  Appellant  also 
(examined  Mr.  Wettenhall,  who  proved  that  the 
price  of  Prussian  bonds  was,  on  the  18th  of  De- 
cember,  75^  to  75;  and  on  the  1st  of  Januaiy, 
1819,  74|  to  75i  per  cent  j  and  the  Appellant 
also  proved,  that  he  had  himself  sdd,  between  the 
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18th  and  29th  of  December,  1818,  47,100/.  Prus-  18Sl. 
sian  bonds  at  the  following  prices :  that  is  to  sav.  ^•^•""^^ 
on  the  18th  of  December  20,000  at  75^,  on  the  ^ 

26th  1550  at  75,  and  on  the  29th  25,550  at  75. 

The  cause  having  been  heard,  stood  for  judg- 
ment on  the  16th  of  July,  1829>  when,  by  a  decree 
of  that  date,  it  was  declared,  ordered,  and  de« 
creed,  that  the  Respondent  was  entitled  to  receive, 
and  the  Appellant  to  pay  to  him  the  amount  of 
the  dividends  which  would  have  accrued  on  the 
20,000  French  5  per  cent  rentes,  from  the  25th 
day  of  May,  1818,  down  to  the  time  when  those 
rentes  should  be  re-transferred  into  his  name,  or 
the  value  thereof,  and  at  his  option  to  have  the 
20,000  French  5  per  cent  rentes  retransferred 
into  his  name  by  the  Appellant,  or  to  receive 
their  present  value,  the  Respondent  allowing  to 
the  Appellant  the  sum  of  11,548/.  2^.  4c/.,  and 
interest  thereon  at  5  per  cent  per  annum,  from 
the  same  25th  of  May,  1818;  and  the  Respondent^ 
by  his  counsel,  electing  to  take  the  present  value 
of  such  French  5  per  cent  rentes,  it  was  referrect 
to  the  Master  to  take  the  necessary  accounts  for 
that  purpose :  it  was  also  declared,  that  the  sale 
and  purchase  of  the  40,000/.,  5000/.,  and  5000L 
Prussian  bonds  were  not  real,  and  that  the  Re- 
spondent was  entitled  to  be  placed  in  the  same 
situation  as  if  the  same  and  the  loans  connected 
therewith  had  never  taken  place ;  and  it  was  di- 
rected that  the  Master  should  take  an  account 
of  the  dealings  between  the  Respondent  and  the 
Appellant  in  respect  of  such  alleged  sales,  and* 
purchases,  and  loans,  and  that,  whatever  the  Mas- 
ter should  find  to  be  the  loss  sustained  by  the 
Respondent  in  respect  of  such  dealings,  phould  be 
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1891.  paid  to  him  by  the  AppeUant ;  and  it  was  declared 
that  the  Appellant  was  bound  to  pay  to  the  BpO* 
spondent  the  sum  of  1614A  19s.  2cf.»  which  was 
paid  to  the  Appellant  on  the  lOtii  of  December, 
1819)  with  interest  thereon,  at  5  per  cent ;  and  it 
was  referred  to  the  Master  to  take  an  acoount  of 
such  interest  down  to  the  time  of  making  his  re- 
port ;  and  for  the  better  taking  these  accounts,  the 
usual  directions  were  given,  and  the  Master  was 
ordered  to  tax  the  costs  of  the  Respondent  of  the 
suit,  and  that  those  costs  should  be  paid  hy  the 
Appelknt. 

The  appeal  was  agunst  this  decree^  whidi  was 
signed  by  the  Lord  ChanoeUpr,  and  enroled 

For  the  Ap^lant^ 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr,  Kn^hd  (Jdr.  L.  Losomde$ 
and  Mr.  Fane). 

The  transactions  in  question  were^  in  their 
nature,  such  as  not  to  be  fit  subjects  fi>r  the  in* 
terpositioa  of  a  court  of  equity. 

If*  they  were  proper  subjects  of  equitaUe  rdie^ 
any  complaint  in  respect  of  them  oiight^  from  their 
nature,  to  have  been  made  without  delay^  and  the 
final  settlement  of  accounts  in  Decemb^,  1819, 
the  lapse  of  more  than  four  years  betweea  that 
date  and  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  and  the 
absence  of  any  proof  of  ignorance  or  recent  dis- 
covery of  &cts  on  the  part  of  the  Respondent, 
ought  to  have  prevented  a  court  of  equity  from 
interfering. 

The  Respondent's  bill  mainly  proceeded  on  the 
alleged  ground  cf  fraud  by  the  Appellant,  in  pro- 
curing himself  to  be  appointed  the  agent  <^  the 
Respondent,  and  availing  himself  of  the  influence 
and  opportunity  acquired  by  that  character  to 
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•chimin  a  profit  lo  himaelf  mt  the  lUspondeaaf  s  «x-       itsi. 
fiense,  which  caae  was  pofiitively  denied,  and  wdioUy 
.naaapporlied  .bty  evidence. 

As  to  the  flO^OOO  Faeack  nenites :  Ihe  priodples 
4ipoa  iarhiok  .ooiftFtB  of  tequit^  set  aside  punehases  by 
tmstaea  ar  agents,  do  fla:>t  apply  to  this  transaction, 
.eitber  ai  respect  of  lifae  isilisiiion  in  iduch  the  Ap- 
pelant atood,  or  in  respect  of  the  sofoject  matter  of 
the  pmrchasew  If  auch  principles  aae  lapplioaUe, 
they  ou^it  not  to  be  applied  when  k  is  capable  of 
^iiatinct  proof,  ami  is  4^rtinctiy  proiJied,  tbatihe  fufl 
Tsftue  was  given ;  and  that  the  transaction  coosiated 
tif  an  exchange  of  these  Fomch  rentes  ibr  Brassian 
bonds ;  and,  if  set  aside  at  all,  >shocdd  hwve  been 
j-esdnded  altogether,  by  giving  hack  to  tiie  App^ 
Jaot  the  Pmssian  bonds  which  he  exchanged  for 
the  French  rentes. 

Aa  to  the  SO&Ol^  SOOOt^  and  AsOiOOOL  Pnissian 
bonds:  the  Respondent  ^entered  into  those  con* 
teacts  merdly  as  speculattons,  and  'did  not  contem- 
plateor  retfuire  <be  appropriation  of  any  particular 
bonds,  and  if  otfaemnse,  -he  ongbt  not  to  have  been 
permitted,  rafter  ao^iescing  in  4bo8e  contracts  as 
made  by  hisKiwn  brokers,  settling  accounts  without 
ttaquiry  as  to  >interim  appropnation,  having  had  the 
SMiie  benefit  mnd  advantage  as  if  there  had  been 
an  afquispriation,  and  having  actually  sofd  the 
bonds  contracted  for,  to  set  aside  the  contracts, 
fer  the  puipose  ^f  throwing  upon  tfie  Appellant 
(be  loss  ariaing  from  the  Respondent's  own  speo»* 
lotions. 

Hia  remedy^  if  any,  was  at  law,  and  not  in  a 
court  of  equity. 

As  to  the  sale  of  the  110^000  Fsenoh  rentes, 
and  the  re^purchaso  and  re-sale  of  the  105,500 
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1831.  French  rentes,  it  was  submitted,  that  these  trans* 
actions  were  mere  speculations  of  the  Respondent 
r^  in  the  rise  and  fall  of  French  funds,  and,  provided 
he  were  credited  with  the  full  prices  of  the  days 
on  which  he  ordered  sales  to  take  place,  and  de- 
bited with  no  more  than  the  actual  prices  of  the 
days  on  which  he  ordered  purchases  to  be  made, 
it  was  wholly  immaterial  to  him  whether,  upon 
each  particular  occasion,  a  transfer  took'  place  or 
not;  and  it  was  not  alleged  by  the  Respondent 
that  he  was  not  credited  with  the  full  price,  or  was 
debited  with  more  than  the  actual  price,  of  the  day 
on  either  of  these  transactions :  that  even  assuming 
that  the  sales  and  purchases ,  did  not  really  take 
place,  the  Respondent  had  the  full  effect  and  be- 
nefit of  them,  precisely  in  the  same  way  and'  to  the 
same  extent  as  if  they  had  taken  place :  that  the 
whole  of  these  transactions  took  place  in  Paris, 
and  were  between  the  Respondent  and  the  house 
of  Messrs.  De  Rothschild  at  Paris,  and  that^  with 
respect  to  the  last  of  them,  namely,  the  re*sale  of 
the  105,500  f^rench  rentes,  it  was  personally  super- 
intended by  the  Respondent  and  his  own  English 
broker,  after  which,  accounts  of  the  whole  of  these 
transactions  were  rendered  to  the  Respondent  in 
Paris,  and  kept  by  him  for  more  than  two  months, 
at  the  end  of  which* time  he  settled  the  account  in 
the  presence  and  with  the  assistance  of  the  same 
broker,  and  paid  the  balance :  tiiat,  under  these 
circumstances,  it  was  incumbent  on  the  Respond- 
ent, in  seeking  to  impeach  or  open  any  part  of 
these  transactions,  to  prove  clearly  that  the  trans- 
actions were  intended  to  have  been  real,  that  they 
were,  in  fact,  merely  nominal,  and  also  that  he  had 
sustained  loss  through  their  having  been  nominal : 
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and  that  the  Respondent  did  not  prove  any  one  of  18S1. 

these  propositions.                                                  •  ^^^-^^ 

*          ■  B0TH8CBIL6 

For  the  Respondents,  v. 
Sir  E.  Stigden  and  Mr.  Spence.^ 


BftOOXXAV; 


liord  Wynford.-^!  have  listened  with  great  at^  March  14. 
tention  to  this  case,  which  is  certainly  a  case  of  ^^^^* 
very  considerable  importance,  but  if  it  should 
strike  other  noble  lords  as  it  does  me,  it  seems  to 
me  it  is  not  necessary  that  the  other  party  should 
be  heard,  because  it  occurs  to  me  there  is  not 
the  least  pretence  for  setting  aside  this  decree. 
I  wish  to  make  a  preliminary  observation,  before 
I  state  to  your  lordships  the  grounds  on  which  I 
am  of  opinion  that  this  decree  ought  to  be  affirmed. 
I  have  looked  through  the  greatest  part  of  the 
papers,  I  will  not  venture  to  say  the  whole,  for  . 
the  proceedings  are  so  extremely  voluminous,  that 
it  would  be  impossible  to  go  through  them  within 
the  time  that  one  has  the  opportunity  of  looking 
at  them.  But  after  having  looked  with  great  at- 
tention at  the  most  considerable  part  of  these 
papers,  I  can  see  no  ground  of  actual  fraud,  and 
there  is  no  reason  for  impeaching  tins  transaction 
OQ  that  ground. 

I  am  very  sorry  to  say,  that,  with  respect  to  one 
of  the  parties  in  this  case,  it  is'  perfectly  clear  that 
he  is  a  most  desperate  gambler  in  the  funds,  and 
he  has  met  with  that  fate  which  most  of  those 
meet  with  who  become  such  gamblers.  For  I  be- 
lieve whenever  a  man  puts  his  foot  into  the  Stock 
Exchange,  not  being  a  member  of  that  Stock  Ex- 
change, his  ruin  is  certain,  and  the  only  question 
is  a  question  of  time.     Therefore  that  has  hap- 

•  The  case  was  decided  without  hearing  the  Respondents' 
counsel. 
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18S1.  peaed  to  this  Plaintiff  which  geaecaUy  ha|»p< 
for,  according  to  the  statement,  he  hw  beefl 
pletely  ruined.  That  he  has  jKstod  in  moat  of 
these  transactions  wder  the  advioe  of  Mr.  Roths- 
child cannot  be  denied.  But  I  do  not  mean  to 
'  ay  that  Mr.  itothadhild  gam  hkn  that  adiirice  with 
any  dishonest  view  whatevier;  i  have  ao  doubt 
he  a€sted  fairlj  and  firqicriyi  bat  the  ground  on 
wUch  I  am  disposed  to  arave  your  iordah^  to 
afirm  this  judginent^es  wide  of  that.  I  am  firmly 
persuaded  that  many  bankers  and  wiaiij  stods;. 
bcokers  ia  London  have  acted  preciselj  in  the 
same  manner  as  Mr.  Rothschild  acted  om  this  oo- 
eaaioD.  God  foriiid  that  I  «Aiouid  say  that  tjttese 
gentlemen,  or  any  of  then,  have  taken  advantage 
of  the  confidence  that  was  reposed  n  them ;  and^ 
mder  coloor  of  proceedings  such  as  have  taken 
pdace  here,  that  they  h»ve  injured  the  partiea  wIm 
ao  trusted  to  Ihem*  But  the  law  wdiich  your  l«rd> 
aUps  are  to  adminbter  is  a  law  of  jeaknisy :  it  will 
ont.allow  any  man  to  be  trusted  with  power,  that 
will  give  him  an  oppoFbsitity  of  taking  advantage 
of  his  employer.  If  diat  is  so,  it  appeals  to  me, 
in  every  oae  of  these  transactions,  Mr.  Rothschild 
has  had  an  opportunity,  from  the  nature  of  his  em- 
ployment,  and  the  manner  in  which  he  conducted 
himself,  x>f  taking  adfnotage  of  the  person  with 
whom  he  was  dealing,  if  he  was  disposed  to  take 
that  advantage ;  and  though  I  am  willing  to  say, 
that  I  do  not  bdieve  Mr.  Rothschild  to  be  capd>le 
of  doing  that,  we  must  deal  with  Mr.  Rothschiid 
as  with  any  other  individual,  and  say  that  he  ought 
not  to  be  concerned  in  such  transactions  under 
such  circumstances.    . 

What  are  the  iacts  .of  tho  case?    A  gentleman 
living  in  Southampton  (how  he  became  acquainted 
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ymAk  Mn  Rothsdiild  it  is  act  material  to  enquire,)  issl 
writes  to  Mr.  Rotbsdiild  fw  his  advice  with  re- 
elect to  dealing  in  the  funds :  he  teUs  him  tiiat 
he  Itts  20,000  livres  of  rentes;  Mr.  Rotlischtki 
advises  Jum  to  sell  them,  and  to  purchase  Prus- 
sian bonds.  Now,  if  Mr.  Rothschild  had  sold 
fkn  him  these  bonds,  or  had  caused  them  to  be 
sold,  tiiere  woold  have  been  nothing  in  it.  But 
Mr.  JKothachild  causes  them  to  be  sold  to  hifflp* 
self.  These  French  rentes  were  actually  trans** 
ieanred  from  tius  geodeman,  wlio  was  J^vmg  at 
Southampton,  to  Mr.  Rothschild  hansel^  wbo  iwas 
living  in  London*  It  Iub  been  said  at  the  bar, 
that  if  a  man  in  the  country  sends  to  his  broker  in 
LondoDy  and  desires  ;him  to  sell  stock  for  hisa,  the 
broker  in  London  may  take  that  stock  for  himself^ 
and  charge  him  with  the  day's  ^oe  mi  iL  If 
bfsokers  in  London  «do  this,  I  hwire  no  doubt  they 
do  it  Airly;  but  I  wiN  take  leavie  to  say,  that 
brokers  m  Londoa,  are  not  to  be  trusted  in  (bese 
tilings,  any  more  than  any  other  description  <if 
agents.  If  I  live  in  Donetshire,  and  I  write  to  my 
bndcer  in  London  to  sell  my  stock,  I  &ncy  that  I 
have  the  advantage  of  that  broker's  assistance  as 
to  the  day  on  which  it  is  proper  to  sell ;  I  £uicy 
du^  living  in  Lond<Mi,  he  has  a  knowledge  of  the 
£ksts  which  will  act  on  tiie  market  If  the  broker 
m  LdmdoD^  instead  of  going  to  the  stock  market, 
or  kttlead  of  exercitioga  discretion  as  to  the  period 
when  he  shoeld  seU  any  stock,  is  to  take  Aat  stock 
to  himself,  he  deprives  me  of  the  security  I  have, 
and  the  oofofidence  I  repose  in  his  skill  and  in* 
teUigence ;  and  if  there  is  a  loss  to  me,  he  is  the 
person  who  takes  advantage  of  that  loss. 
I  take  it  to  be  a  general  principle  of  low  and 
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1831. '     equity,  that  a  man  cannot  be  a  seller  for  me  and 
^^^^!^    a  buyer  of  that  property  himself.     If  that  is  the 
«•  case,  it  appears  to  me  that  the  transaction  of  the 

20,000  rentes  must  be  set  aside :  the  same  ob« 
servation  will  apply  to  the  Prussian  bonds,  for 
Mr.  Rothschild  says,  "  Buy  Prussian  bonds :  *'  if 
he  had  gone  into  the  market  and  bought^  it  would 
have  been  all  right,  he  must  have  paid  for  those 
Prussian  bonds  according  to  the  market  price; 
but,  instead  of  that,  Mr.  Rothschild,  being  in  pos- 
session of  the  Prussian  bonds,  sells  his  own  Prussian 
bonds,  and  makes  it  appear  like  a  ^transfer  which 
had  taken  place  in  the  market  to  this  gentleman  of 
Prussian  bonds  in  return  for  his  sale  of  the  French 
rentes.    It  has  been  said  at  the  bar,  that  thi^  gentle- 
man must  have  known  that  the  bonds  were  Mr. 
Rothschild's  own.    Why?  Because  he  was  the 
contractor  for  the  Prussian  loan.     It  is  true,  he 
might  have  known  Mr.  Rothschild  was  the  con- 
tractor for  the  Prussian  loan,  but  we  know  that 
contractors  for  foreign  and  English  loans  do  not 
keep  scrip.    They  purchase  all,   and  have  it  in 
their  hands,  and  they  convey  it  away  again  as  fast 
as  they  can  j  as  fast  as  they  can  get  a  profit  on  it 
It  does,  not  follow  that  this  gentleman,  because  he 
knew  that  Mr.  Rothschild  was  the  contractor  with 
the  King  of  Prussia  for  this  loan,  knew  that  he  had 
not  parted  with  a  very  considerable  proportion  of 
the  bonds  he  so  contracted  for,  if  not  the  whole. 
The  principal  had  a  right  to  suppose,  when  his 
agent  advised  him  to  buy  Prussian  bonds,   that 
they  were  to  be  bought  of  other  persons ;  he  had 
a  right  to  suppose  he  was  not  transferring  his 
own  bonds  to  him,  but  that  he  was  making  a  pur- 
chase of  other  bonds  in  the  market,  for  the  purpose 
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of  satisfying  the  wishes  of  his  customer  to  be  put       1881. 
in  possession  of  Prussian  bonds.     It  seems  to  me> 
that,  as  to  that  transaction,  the  Yice'Chancellor  has         ^ 
rightly  disposed  of  it. 

We  come  next  to  the  other  Prussian  bonds. 
This  gentleman  was  desirous,  as  all  nien  are,  of 
going  on,  for  they  never  stop  till  they  are  ruined. 
It  would  be  a  great  advantage  to  the  public,  if 
the  discussion  of  this  case  at  your  Lordships*  bar 
could  operate  as  a  warning  to  deter  people  from 
engaging  in  speculations  of  this  sort,  that  children 
might  not  have  occasion,  as  some  how  have,  to. 
lament  the  ruin  which  has  been  brought  on  them 
by  the  folly  of  their  parents  engaging,  from  an 
improper  desire  of  gain,  in  such  transactions  as 
these.  This  gentleman  became  desirous  of  pur- 
chasing other  Prussian  bonds,  but  Mr.  Rothschild 
was  to  lend  him  money  for  the  purchase ;  and  it 
was  part  of  the  contract  that  these  Prussian  bonds, 
so  to  be  purchased,  were  to  remain  in  Mr.  Roths- 
child's possession  till  the  contract  for  the  purchase 
was  completed.  But  it  appears,  in  the  papers 
lying  on  the  table,  that  the  colour  given  to  this 
case  was  not  that  Mr.  Rothschild  was  holding  a 
portion  of  his  own  bonds,  as  it  is  admitted  he  did ; 
but  that  he  had  gone  into  the  market,  and  that  he 
had  purchased  bonds,  which  bonds  he  was  holding 
for  the  benefit  of  his  customer,  Mr.  Rothschild 
only  having  a  lien  on  these  bonds. 

A  great  deal  of  discussion  has  taken  place  at 
the  bar,  oo  a  question  on  which  there  is  no 
manner  of  doubt  whatever,  namely,  that  if  a  man 
contracts  to  sell  a  given  article  till  the  price  is 
paid,  (in  the  language  of  lawyers)  he  has  a 
ifen  on  the  article  itself.    The  lien  is  taken  off 
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1MI«  on  the  pBjfDefit  of  the  price.  If,  therefor^  Ah 
gHitlePMTi  had  gone  ti>  Mr.  Rodisehild  and  said, 
^  i9elt  xay  boads^^'  Mr..  Rothschild  would  have 
had  a  right  to  keep  them  till  they  were  }md  for, 
and  Mr.  Brodcman  csuld  not  have  required  that 
tkey  shoold  be  delivered  up  nntil  they  were  paid 
fi>n  But  this  Was  not  the  nature  of  that  trans-^ 
action  This  i9  not  a  case  in  which  Mr.  Brookman 
supposes  that  he  is  buying  bonds  of  Mr.  Rothschilil. 
From  the  piqiers,  from  the  letters  which  have  been 
sead,  fiom<  t^e  contracts,  and  the  evidence  before 
jour  Lordships^  it  appears  that  Mr;  Rothschild 
wasi  to  buy  tl^  bonds  for  Mr.  Brookman. 

Now,  if  Mr.  Rothsdiihi  was  buying  bonds  for 
Mr..  Brodcman,  what  is  the  necessary  conse^ 
quence?  If  Mr.  Rothschild  had  gone  into  the 
market  and  bought  this  50,000^  worth  of  Ptussianf 
bonds,  th^  would  not  have  beeft  mixed  witSi  his 
general  property.  Tfiey  would  not  have  been 
bought  on  his  own  accotnit,  but  on  account  of 
Brookman;  and  though  they  remained  in  his 
haiid%  Mr.  Rothsdiild  would  have  had  a  mere 
trust  in  them,  and  if  a  bankruptcy  had  taken  place 
they  would  not  have  passed  to  the  creditors  of 
Mn  Rothschilds  If  this  had  been  a  real  and  not 
a  simnktive  transaction,  the  case  would  have  been 
aou  But^  instead  of  its  being  a  case  in  which  Mr. 
Rothschild  has  bought  the  bonds  for  the  Re- 
spondent, and  has,  therefore,  by  the  veiy  nature  of 
die  taransaction^  appropriated  them  to  himself  hold- 
ing diem  as  trustee  until  payment,  Mr.  Rothschild 
sap,  it  is  quite  enough,  if,  out  of  that  mass  of  bonds 
which  I  have,  I  am  at  any  time  ready,  when  you 
lequise  me,  to  deliver  ont  the  bonds  to  you;  I  say 
that  it  is  not  enough ;  that  state  of  things  will  not 
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satisfy  the  descrqvtion  and  efaamcter  gmR  of  Idie      188^1. 
tnosaction  io  the  papers,  for  then  it  couki  have 
beea  effected  wkhout  the  mockery  of  the.  broker'^ 
Bcytes.     Bj  btrying  and  selling  bonds,  it  woold 
b»re  been  stated  that  Mr.  Rothschild  holds  50,S)00L 
boiidsi  for  Mr.  Brookman.    That  is  not  the  cha^ 
racitr  of  the  transaction  as  stated;;  but  it  is  as  if 
Mr.  RothschiU  hadl  hoof^  bonds  of  another  per^ 
sefiv  vho  boi^ht  them  of  an  agent  in  Paris,  who 
happens  to  be  a^  partner  in  the  house  of  Messra^ 
ILothscfaild*    TherefiMre^  here  again  is  a  buying 
aad  seHing  of  precisely  the  same  article*    There 
]»  «R  immense  difference  between  the  real  trans* 
acbon  and  that  which  it  appears  to  he -y  for  ibe 
real  tnmsactimi.  does  not  at  all  answer  to  the  dia« 
neter  giveB  to  the  transaction  by  all  the  written 
HstruKients  produced  in  the  case.    But  i»  there 
not  a  substantial  diflference?    If  Mr.  RothachM 
had  bought  these  bonds^  aa  if  is  pretended  by  the 
papers  be  did^  these  bonds  could  never  have  been 
liiMe  to  any  of  the  debts  which  Mr.  RotfaschiU 
had  contracted :  but  as  it  is^  Mr.  Kotfaschild  nnfi 
havii^  boug^  thcae  bonds,,  they  being  his  firooa 
the  beginnings  they  remainkig  so  tiU  they  were 
set  apart  and.  appropriated  to  Mr.  Brookosanr;.  it 
tibe  banda  had^  risen.ia  pricey  and  if  Mr«  Rothschild 
hack  fidle^  Mr.  Brookmaa  must  have  lost  the  m 
cnritjF  of  these  bonxfe  at  that  iacnrased.  price* 

H  may  be  as  likely  that  the  bank  of  Englanil 
alKudd  fuif  as  that  Mr.  Rothscfciki  should  fiuL 
it  may  b^  that  nothing  nitoold  be  likely  to  duns^ 
niah  bis  aUltty  to  answer  all  demands  upon  hinu 
But  it  is  enough  to.  decide  diat  the  Respondent 
had.  a  rigiit  to  say^  I  will  not  trust  to  the  security 
of  Mr*  RothsehUd  or  any  body  else ;  I  wilthave 
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1881.       these  bonds,  so  that  the  King  of  Prussia  may  be 
security  for  my  debt,  and  not  Mr.  Rothschild  or 
any  other  proprietors  of  bonds.     That  is  the  situ- 
ation in  which  he  would  have  been,  i^  in  .these 
instruments,  the  transaction  had  been  truly  repre- 
sented.    They  are  fakely  represented,  and  he  was 
not  in  that  situation :  for,  if  the  bonds  had  risen 
in  price,  and  Mr.  Rothschild  had  failed,  he  never 
could  have  got  the  bonds  out  of  the  hands  of  Roths- 
child's creditors  so  as  to  have  realised  their  profits. 
This  brings  me  to  the  rest  of  the  transaction, 
the  rentes  bought  and  sold  iii  Paris.     They  were 
undoubtedly  purchased  by  the  sale  of  the  Prussian 
bonds,  and  it  was  certainly  understood  by  Messrs. 
Rothschild,  that  the  stock  was  to  remain  in  their 
hands,  in  fact  to  remain  in  their  name,  otherwise 
they  would  have  had  no  security  for  the  debt 
due  to  them  upon  the  money  advanced  for  the 
purchase  of  these  Prussian  bonds.    What  would 
naturally  or  properly  have  been  done  in  that  state 
of  things  ?  Messrs.  Rothschild  would  have  gone 
into  the  market  of  Paris  and  bought  stock,  and 
have  had  it  transferred  into  their  own  name  and 
paid  for  it  at  the  market  price ;  instead  of  which, 
here,  again,  Messrs.  Rothschild  becamb  sellers  to 
Mr.  Brookman  of  all  this  stock.    None  was  parted 
with,  none  actually  passed,  though  there  was  a 
broker's  note,  nor  was  any  delivered.     It  does  not 
appear  that  there  was  any  transfer  in  the  books. 
Messrs.  Rothschild  are  in  possession  of  a  large 
quantity  of  French  stock :  they  cause  certain  papers 
be  drawn  up,  by  which  it  is  made  to  appear  that 
part  of  that  had  been  transferred.     But  nothing,  in 
fact,  is  transferred.     Mr.  Brookman  had  reason  to 
suppose  that  Messrs.  Rothschild,  at  Paris,  were 
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using  their  best  skill  and  judgment  in  the  pun-       1831. 
chasing  rentes  for  him,  whereas,  in  point  of  fact, 
the  house  in  London  were  sellers  to  him.     Was  «• 

this  dealing  fair]y  ?  I  don't  mean  to  say  they  took 
advantage  of  hts  situa^on ;  but  does  it  not  give 
an  opportunity  of  foul  dealing  if  a  man  is  permitted 
to  place  himself  in  such  a  situation,  if  when  a  cus- 
tomer desires  French  stock  to  be  bought  for  him, 
the  French  agent,  on  whose  judgment  he  relies, 
actually  becomes  the  seller  of  that  stock?  It  is 
opening  a  door  to  the  most  frightful  frauds ;  and  I 
hope  your  Lordships  will  not  give  your  sanction  to 
any  such  proceeding. 

I  therefore  feel  no  difficulty  in  concurring  in  the 
judgment,  that  these  transactions  must  all  be  set 
aside.  Tlie  only  question  which  remains  is,  whe* 
ther  the  Vice-Chancellor  has  administered  the  sort 
of  relief,  which,  under  the  circumstances,  ought  to 
be  administered.  I  had  at  first  some  doubt ;  but 
when  my  attention  was  subsequently  paid  to  the 
subject,  it  did  not  appear  to  me  that  the  Vice- 
Chancellor  had  done  more  than  he  was  compelled 
to  do  under  the  circumstances.  He  has  very  pro- 
perly in  the  first  place  set  all  these  transactions 
aside ;  he  has  said  they  were  not  passing  between 
these  two  persons  under  circumstances  in  tiebich 
they  were  on  an  equality  of  condition.  An 
equality  of  condition  is  a  circumstance  thM  is  ab- 
solutely essential  to  the  validity  of  any  bargain. 
This  is  a  principle  which  ought  to  be  distinctly 
understood  in  London ;  if  any  man  who  is  to  be 
trusted  places  himself  in  a  condition  in  which  he 
has  an  opportunity  of  taking  advantage  of  his  em- 
ployer, by  placing  himself  in  such  a  situation, 
whether  acting  fairly  or  not,  he  must  suffer  the 
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1831.       consequence  of  his  situation.    Such  is  the  jealousj 

which  the  law  of  England  entertains  against  any 

V*  such  transactions. 

*^^^^'         With  respect  to  relief,  it  was  declared  that  the 

Plaintiff  was  entitled  to  receive  from  the  Defendant 

a 

the  amount  of  the  dividends  which  would  have 
accrued  on  the  20,000  French  5  per  cent,  rentes, 
from  the  25  th  day  of  May,  1818,  down  to  the  time 
when  these  rentes  should  be  retransferred  into  his 
name,  or  the  value  thereof  paid  to  him,  and  at  .his 
option  to  have  the  20,000  French  5  per  cent  rentes 
retransferred  into  his  name  by  the  Appellant,  or  to 
receive  their  present  value,  the  Respondent  allow- 
ing to  the  Appellant  the  sum  of  11,548/.  2s.  4fd.f 
and  interest  thereon  at  5  per  cent,  per  annum  from 
the  same  25th  of  May,  1818,  and  the  Respondent 
by  his  counsel  electing  to  take^the  present  value  of 
the  French  5  per  cent,  rentes,  it  was  referred  to 
the  Master  to  take  .the  necessary  accounts  for  that 
purpose. 

It  was  also  declared  th^t  the  sale  and  pur- 
chase of  the  40,000,  5000,  and  5000  Prussian 
bonds  were  not  real,  and  that  the  Respondent 
was  entitled  to  be  placed  in  the  same  situation  as 
if  the  same  and  the  loans  connected  therewith  had 
never  taken  place ;  and  it  was  directed  that  the 
Master  should  take  an  account  of  the  dealings 
between  the  Respondent  and  Appellant,  in  re- 
spect of  the  alleged  sales,  purchases,  and  loan^  and 
that  whatever  the  Master  should  find  to  be  the 
loss  sustained  by  the  Respondent,  in  respect  of 
such  dealing,  should  be  paid  to  him  by  the  Ap- 
pellant; and  it  was  declared  that  the  Appellant 
was  bound  to  pay  to  the  Respondent  the  sum  of 
1614/.  19^.  2e/.,  which  was  paid  to  the  Appellant 
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on  the  l6th  of  December,  1819,  with  interest  1831. 
thereon  at  5  per  cent ;  and  it  was  referred  to  the 
Master  to  take  an  account  ,of  such  interest  down 
to  the  time  of  making  his  report ;  and  for  the  better 
taking  these  accounts  the  usual  directions  were 
given,  and  the  Master  was  ordered  to  tax  the  costs 
of  the  Respondent  of  the  suit,  and  that  these  costs 
should  be  paid  by  the  Appellant. 

Now  I  do  not  think  there  could  be  any  other^ 
decree ;  the  Judge  has  said  the  transaction  is  void, 
and  must  be  set  aside  as  void ;  the  parties  are  to  be 
placed  in  the  same  situation,  that  is,  you,  the  Plain- 
tiff, in  that  case  are  to  have  your  rentes  —  from 
when  ?  Why  from  the  time  wheli  you  might  have 
had  them  if  this  transaction  had  not  taken  place, 
and  you  are  to  have  the  proceeds  of  them  down  to 
this  time.  You  shall  have  the  French  rentes  now 
transferred  into  your  name,  but  as  that  probably  will 
be  an  injury  to  you,  as  it  is  possible  they  would  pro- 
duce less,  as  you  might  have  sold  to  an  advantage, 
which  you  would  be  deprived  of  if  you  took  these 
rentes,  you  shall  have  the  option,  for  you  have 
been  deprived  of  that  advantage  by  the  act  of  the 
Defendant  in  this  case.  It  seems  to  me  perfectly 
just  if  you  give  him  the  option  of  taking  money 
as  it  was  at  that  time  going  into  the  market, 
and  buying  rentes,  or  having  the  opportunity  of 
having  the  rentes  transferred,  then  he  is  to  make 
an  allowance.  Out  of  this  is  to  be  deducted 
11,548/L  Ss.  4d.,  with  interest  upon  that  money 
from  the  period  when  the  bargain  with  respect  to 
the  rentes  was  set  aside :  that  is  just. 

Then  he  comes  to  the  Prussian  bonds,  **  And  this 
«  Court  doth  decree  that  the  sale  and  purchase  of 
^  the  40,000,  5000,  dnd  5000  Prussian  bonds  was 
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1881.  ««  not  real.'* — I  have  stated  it  is  impossible  for  any 
man  to  suppose  that  these  were  real  transactions. — 
**  And  it  doth  declare  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to 
<*  be  placed  in  the  same  situation  as  if  the  loans  con- 
**  nected  therewith  had  not  taken  place."  Can  more 
perfect  justice  be  administered  than  that?  If  die 
transaction  was  not  real,  the  parties,  are  placed  in 
the  same  situation  as  they  would  have  been  in  if 
this  transaction  had  not  occurred.  As  to  the  ac- 
count directed  of  the  dealings^  if  the  IMaintiff 
has  improperly  trusted  to  the  Defendant,  when 
the  Defendant  was  acting  in  a  double  character, 
in  which  he  ought  not  to  have  acted,  it  was  right 
to  send  it  to  the^Master,  that  the  Master  should 
say  what  the  Plaintiff  in  this  transaction  suffered 
from  a  double  dealing.  Therefore  that  part  of  the 
order  I  concur  in. 

<<  The  Court  also  declared  that  the  Defendant, 
<<  M.  N.  Rothschild,  is  bound  to  pay  to  the  Plain* 
<*  tiff  the  sum  of  1614/.  19^.  grf.,  which  was  paid 
"  to  the  Defendant  in  1819,  with  interest  thereon 
•*  at  6  per  cent,  per  annum."  That  sum  of 
mdney  was  paid,  in  the  settlement  of  accounts,  in 
ignorance  of  the  real  nature  of  the  transaction. 
These  persons  had  come  to  an  arrangement  under 
which  this  balance  was  found  to  be  due.  If  it 
turns  out  afterwards  that  the  settlement  of  ac* 
counts  was  on  principles  which  this  Court  ought 
not  to  sanction,  is  it  possible"  that  money  can 
remain  in  the  hands  of  those  who  obtained  it  by 
such  means?  In  such  a  situation,  on  grounds 
which  the  Courts  have  recognized,  and  which 
have  been  submitted  in  argument,  is  it  not  per- 
fectly of  course,  the  transaction  being  set  aside, 
that  the  sum  of  money  which  has  been  paid  on 


ON  APPEALS   AND   WRITS   OF  ERROR.  201 

that  account,  or  at  least  a  great  portion  of  it,  shall  18S1. 
be  paid  over  to  the  party  injured  ?  The  order  must 
extend  to  the  whole  sum ;  for  under  the  circum- 
stances in  which  this  has  occurred,  not  a  single 
sixpence  of  that  money  paid  by  the  Plaintiff  to 
Mr.  Rothschild  ought  ever  to  have  been  received. 
It  strike  me  that  this  transaction  was  very  properly 
declared  to  be  void ;  that  the  remedy  which  the 
Vice-Chancellor  has  given  in  consequence  of  his 
ha\ning  come  to  the  determination  that  the  trans- 
actions were  void,  is  that  remedy  which  the  justice 
of  the  case  calls  for. 

An  observation  has  been  made  as  to  the  stale- 
nesa  of  the  demand :  undoubtedly  if  it  had  ap- 
peared that  the  Plaintiff  knew,  at  a  period  long 
before  that  at  which  he  thought  proper  to  institute 
proceedings,  what  was  the  real  character  of  these 
transactions,  I  agree  that  he  would  have  been 
precluded  by  laches  from  coming  to  complain  of 
them.  But  I  think  it  is  for  Mr.  Rothschild  to  show 
that  he  had  notice  of  what  was  the  true  character 
of  the  transaction.  From  the  very  nature  of  the 
transaction  itself,  it  is  very  likely  the  gentleman 
should  have  remained  for  a  long  time  in  the  state 
of  ignoraoce  in  which  he  had  been  of  the  cir* 
cumstances  under  which  he  had  been  dealing  with 
the  Appellant.  A  man  not  conversant  with  that 
which  passes  in  old  established  houses  in  the  city 
(^London  could  not  suppose  that  when  gentle- 
men recommended  him  to  sell,  they  meant  to  be 
the  buyers. 

Suppose  you  make  an  enquiry  for  a  horse,  and  a 
person  informs  you  that  there  is  a  horse  which  will 
answer  your  purpose ;  and,  being  a  lame  man,  you 
want  a  very  quiet  one,  and  the  horse  is  recom- 
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mended  as  perfectly  quiet,  but,  as  you  want  a  sort 
of  a  patent  horse,  the  informant  tells  you,  you  must 
pay  a  patent  price : — if,  having  paid  this  price,  you 
afterwards  find  out  that  the  horse  so  recommended 
was  the  horse  of  the  gentleman  who  gave  that  re- 
commendation, would  the  purchaser  have  no  re- 
medy ?  There  is  really  no  distinction,  there  is  no 
difference  (except  the  practice  in  town  and  the 
practice  in  the  country)  between  buying  and  sell- 
ing stock  and  buying  and  selling  a  horse. 

Under  these  circumstances,  I  repeat  that  Mr. 
Rothschild  has  only  on  this  occasion  followed  a 
practice  which  I  believe  has  been  acted  upon  in 
London.  It  is  fit  your  Lordships  should  say  now 
that  such  practices  cannot  be  endured.  If  they  are 
common,  it  is  fit  your  Lordships  should  say,  in  lan- 
guage that  cannot  be  misunderstood,  that  these  prac- 
tices must  not  continue  to  prevail.  Between  buyers 
and  sellers  there  must  be  uberrima  Jides.  Each 
man  must  know  the  circumstances  under  which 
he  is  dealing.  If  one  of  the  parties  is  in  a  situation 
which  is  not  fairly  disclosed  to  the  other,  which 
if  the  other  had  known  he  would  not  have  relied 
on  his  judgment  and  advice,  nor  have  acted  upon 
or  adopted  any  act  of  his,  such  a  transaction 
ought  not  to  be  allowed. 

For  these  reasons,  I  advise  your  Lordships  to 
afiirm  the  decree  of  the  Court  of  Chancery. 

As  to  costs,  I  do  not  mean  any  thing  vindictive, 
nor  do  I  mean  to  express  a  strong  feeling  against 
the  Appellant;  but  as  the  Respondent  has  been 
put  to  considerable  costs,  I  would  therefore  move 
your  Lordships  that  the  decree  should  be  affirmed, 
with  100/.  costs* 

Decree  affirmed. 
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Respondents. 


ENGLAND. 

(court   OF   CHANCERY.) 

Henry    Robert    Pearson,    Fre- 
derick Burnet  Pearson,  Edwin 
Pearson,  Arthur  Hugh  Pear-  \  Appellants ; 
SON,  and  William  Wilberforce 
Pearson     

James  Stephen  the  younger,  Za- 

CHARY  MaCAULAY,  HeNRY  JoHN 

Pearson,  Frederick  Thorpe 
Pearson,  Alfred  Pearson,  and 
Mary  Arabella  Pearson,  In- 
fants, by  George  Gisborne  Ba- 
bington,  their  Guardian      -       -  j 

A  testator  by  his  will  gave  4000/.  to  be  invesled  in  stoc'<  in 
trust  to  pay  the  dividends  to  his  daughter  S.  during  her 
coverture,  and  upon  the  death  of  G.,  her  husbandi  to  transfer 
the  capital  to  her  for  her  sole  use :  but  in  case  G.  should 
survive  his  daughter,  then  in  trust  for  H.,  F.,  E.,  A.,  and  W^ 
his  five  sons  and  their  respective  issue  (if  any)  to  be  divided 
among  them  in  equal  shares  and  proportions,  such  issue  to 
take  per  sHrpes  and  not  per  capita;  he  also  gave  the  residue 
of  his  personal  estate  to  his  sons  H.,  F.,  £.,  A.,  and  W.,  "  and 
**  their  respective  issue  (if  any),  such  issue  to  take  per  stirpes 
««  and  not  per  capita^  to  be  divided  among  them  in  equal 
**  shares  and  proportions ;  the  shares  of  such  of  them  as  shall 
**  have  attained  the  age  of  twenty-one  years  to  be  paid  to 
'*  them  respectively  forthwith  after  the  testator's  decease ; 
**  the  shares  of  such  of  them  as  should  be  under  that  age  to 
'*  be  paid  to  them  when  and  as  they  should  respectively 
**.  attain  such  age :" 

Declared,  that  S«  dying  in  the  lifetime  of  G.,  the  sons  of  the 
testator  living  at  such  event  would  be  absolutely  entitled  to 
the  stock  in  equal  shares,  but  if  any  of  the  sons  should  die  in 
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1831*  the  lifetime  of  S.,  leaving  issue,  such  issue,  if  living  at  the 

death  of  S.,  would  be  entitled  to  the  share  or  shares  of  the 
fund  which  their  parents  would  have  been  entitled  to  if  living, 
such  issue  to  take  such  shares  equally  among  them,  and  ad- 
judged, that  the  sons  living  at  the  death  of  the  testator  took 
an  absolute  interest  in  the  residue. 

Diet,  that  if  any  of  the  sons  had  died  in  the  lifetime  of  the  tes- 
tator, his  children,  living  at  the  death  of  the  testator,  would 
have  taken,  by  substitution,  the  share  of  the  parent. 

Whether  graudchildren,  or  more  remote  desceadants,  would 
take  as  issue,  and  in  what  proportionsi  guaref 


John  PEARSON,  late  of  Golden  Square,  in 
the  county  of  Middlesex,   on  the  5d  of  May, 
1822,  duly  made  and  executed  his  last  will  and 
testament  in  writing,  which  was  in  the  following 
words :  —  I  hereby  appoint  James  Stephen,   &c., 
Zachary  Macaulay,  &c.,   and  George   Hildyard, 
&c.,   to  be  the  trustees  of  this  my  will  for  the 
purposes   hereinafter  expressed,  and  my  will  and 
desire  is,  to  be  buried  at  the  discretion   of  my 
executors  hereinafter  named.     And  I  direct  that 
ail  my  just  debts,  funeral  and  testamentary  ex- 
pences,  may  be  paid  by  my  said  executors  out  of 
the  residue   of  my  personal  estate,  as  soon  as 
may    be    convenient    after   my   decease.      And 
whereas  my  dear  wife,   Sarah   Pearson,   by  the 
settlement  made  upon  our  intermarriage,  is  entitled 
to  a  moiety  of  certain  leasehold  premises  in  the 
parish  of  Saint  Luke,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex, 
and  also  entitled  to  two  several  sums  of  500^, 
4  per  cent  bank  annuities,  and  1100/.,  3  per  cent 
reduced  bank  annuities,  now  my  will  and  desire  is» 
that  she,  my  said  wife,  do  and  shall  with  oU.  ooove- 
nient  speed  after  my  decease,  at  the  expence  of  my 
said  estate,  assign  and  make  over  unto  my  said 
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trustees,  all  her  right  and  interest  therein,  under  or       issi. 
by  virtue  of  the  said  settlement,  and  in  lieu  thereof, 
and  in  compensation  for  the  same,  (in  case  my  said 
wife  shall  make  such  assignment  as  aforesaid)  I 
direct  that  my  said  trustees  do  immediately  after 
my  decease,  out  of  my  personal  estate,  set  apart 
and  purchase  in  their  names  so  much  capital  stock 
in  the  public  funds  as  shall  be  sufficient  to  pay  out 
of  the  dividends  or  annual  produce  thereof)  a  clear 
yearly  sum  of  1000/.  unto  my  said  wife  and  her 
assigns,  for  and  during  the  term  of  her  natural  life, 
or  so  long  as  she  shall  remain  my  widow,  for  her 
and  their  own  use  and  benefit,  and  from  and  im- 
mediately after  the  decease  or  marriage  of  my  said 
wife,  whichever  shall  first  happen,  that  my  said 
trustees  shall  stand  possessed  of  the  said  capital 
stock  so  set  apart  as  aforesaid  in  trust  for  my  five 
sons,    Henr}'  Robert  Pearson,  Frederick  Burnet 
Pearson,  Edwin  Pearson,  Arthur  Hugh  Pearson, 
and  William  Wilberforce  Pearson,   and   their  re- 
f^pective  issue  (if  any)  to  be  divided  amongst  them 
in  equal  shares  and  proportions,  such  issue  to  take 
per  stirpes  and  not  per  capita.     I  give  and  bequeath 
to  Hiomas  Gisborne  Babington,  Esquire,  and  my 
son  the  Rev.  John  Norman  Pearson,  the  trustees 
named  in  the  settlement  made  upon  the  marriage 
of  my  eldest  daughter  Sarah  Ann,  with  George 
Gisborne  Babington,  Esquire,  their  executors,  ad« 
ministrators  and  assigns,  or  the  trustees  or  trustee 
for  the  time  being  of  the  said  settlement,  a  sum  of 
6000/1  sterling,  to  be  paid  by  my  said  trustees  out 
of  my  personal  estate  in  payment  of  and  satisfac- 
tion for  the  like  sum  in  the  said  settlement  cove- 
nanted by  me  to  be  settled  upon  my  said  daughter 
Sarah  Ann,  and  which  said  sum  I  direct  shall  be 
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)88l.      accordingly  held  upon  the  same  trusts  as  are  de- 
clared by  the  said  settlement  concerning  the  same. 
And  I  direct  that  my  said  trustees  do  immediately 
after  my  decease,  out  of  my  personal  estate,  set 
apart  and  purchase  in  their  names  so  much  capital 
stock  in  the  public  funds,  as  shall  amount  to  die 
sum  of  4000/.  sterling ;   and  do  and  shall  from 
time  to  time  pay  the  dividends  or  annual  produce 
thereof  into  the  hands  of  my  s&id  daughter  Sarah 
Ann  during  her  coverture,  and  from  and  imme- 
diately after  the  decease  of  the  said  George  Gis- 
bome  Babington,  I  direct  that  my  said  trustees  do 
and  shall  transfer  die  same  capital  stock  unto  my 
said  daughter  Sarah  Ann,  to  and  for  her  own  ab- 
solute use  and  benefit :  but  in  case  it  shall  happen 
that  the  said  George  Gisborne  Babington    shall 
survive  my  said  daughter  Sarah  Ann,  thenimd  in 
that  case  1  direct  that  my  said  trustees  shall  stand 
possessed  of  the  same  capital  stock  so  set  apart  as 
aforesaid,  in  trust  for  my  said  five  sons,  Henry 
Robert  Pearson,  Frederick  Burnet  Pearson,  Edwin 
Pearson,  Arthur  Hugh  Pearson,  and  William  Y/iU 
berforce  Pearson,  and  their  respective  issue,  (if 
any)  to  be  divided  amongst  them  in  equal  shares 
and  proportions,  such  issue  to  take  per  stirpes  and 
not  per  capita.    Also  I  direct  that  my  said  trustees 
do  immediately  after  my  decease,  out  of  my  personal 
estate,  set  apart  and  purchase  in  their  names  so 
much  capital  stock  in  the  public  funds,  as  shall  be 
sufficient  to  pay  out  of  the  dividends  or  annual 
produce  thereof^  a  clear  yearly  sum  of  500/.,  to  such 
person  or  persons  only,  and  for  such  purposes,  as 
my  daughter  Frances  Medley  Pearson,  notwith- 
standing  any  coverture,  and  as  if  she  were  a  Jeme 
sole  during  the  term  of  her  natural  Ufe,  shall  from 
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time  to  time  by  any  writing  or  writings  under  her  18SK 
hand  (but  not  in  any  mode  of  anticipation)  direct 
or  appoint,  and  in  default  of  or  subject  thereto,  to 
pay  the  same  into  the  proper  hands  of  my  said 
daughter  Frances  Medley  Pearson,  to  and  for  her 
separate  and  exclusive  use  and  benefit :  and  that 
the  receipt  or  receipts  in  writing  of  my  said 
daughter  Frances  Medley  Pearson,  or  of  her  ap- 
pointee or  appointees  for  the  time  being,  shall 
alone  be  good  and  effectual  discharges  for  so  much 
of  the  said  dividends  or  annual  produce  as  shall 
therein  be  expressed  to  be  received :  And  from  and 
immediately  after  the  decease  of  my  said  daughter, 
Frances  Medley  Pearson,  I  direct  that  my  said 
trustees  shall  stand  possessed  of  the  same  capital 
stock  so  set  apart  as  aforesaid,  in  trust  for  my  said 
five  sons,  Henry  Robert  Pearson^  Frederick  Burnet 
Pearson,  £dwin  Pearson,  Arthur  Hugh  Pearson, 
and  William  Wilberfbrce  Pearson,  and  their  issue 
(if  any)  to  be  divided  amongst  them  in  equal 
shares  and  proportions,  such  issue  to  take  per^ 
stirpes  and  not  per  capita.  Also  I  direct  that  my 
said  trustees  do  immediately  after  my  decease,  out 
of  my  personal  estate,  set  apart  and  purchase  in 
their  names  so  much  capital  stock  in  the  public 
funds  as  shall  be  sufficient  to  pay  out  of  the  divi- 
dends or  annual  produce  thereof,  a  clear  yearly 
sum  of  50/.,  and  do  and  shall  from  time  to  time 
pay  such  yearly  sum  of  50/.  unto '  my  sister-in-law 
Miss  Ann  Norman,  for  and  during  the  term  of  her 
natural  life,  or  so  long  as  she  shall  remain  sole  and 
unmarried ;  and  from  and  immediately  after  her  de- 
cease or  marriage,  whichever  shall  first  happen,  I 
direct  that  the  same  capital  stock  may  fall  into 
and  be  considered  as  part  of  the  residue  of  my 
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1851.  personal  estate  hereinafter  mentioned.  I  also  g^ve 
and  bequeath  unto  my  said  son,  John  Norman 
Pearson,  the  sum  of  12,000/.  sterling,  to  and  for  his 
own  absolute  use  and  benefit ;  and  I  direct  the 
same  sum  to  be  paid  to  him  by  my  executors  out  of 
my  personal  estate.  And  I  direct  that  in  case  my 
personal  estate  shall  not  be  sufficient  for  the  pur- 
pose of  carrying  into  execution  the  trusts  hereby 
declared  thereof,  that  my  said  dear  wife,  Sarah 
Pearson,  shall  receive  her  said  yearly  sum  of  1000/L 
free  and  clear  of  any  deductions  to  be  made  there- 
outt  (oiT  or  oil  account  of  any  deficiency  which  may 
happen  in  my  said  personal  estate ;  and  that  such 
deficiency  may  fall  upon  the  portions  of  my  said 
children,  Sarah  Ann  Babington,  Henry  Robert 
Pearson,  Frederick  Burnet  Pearson,  Edwin  Pear- 
son, Arthur  Hugh  Pearson,  and  William  Wiiber- 
force  Pearson,  in  equal  shares  and  proportions. 
I  give  and  bequeath  unto  my  dear  wife,  Sarah 
Pearson,  the  sum  of  5001.  sterling,  which  I  desire 
my  said  trustees  to  pay  to  her  immediately  after 
my  decease.  (The  testator  thra,  by  bis  will, 
disposed  of  his  surgical  instruments,  anatomical 
preparations,  books,  plate,  furniture,  &c.)  Also  I 
give  and  bequeath  all  the  rest,  residue,  and  remain- 
der of  my  monies,  securities  for  money,  stock  in 
the  public  fitnds,  goods,  chattels,  personal  estate 
and  effects,  of  what  nature  or  kind  soever  not 
hereinbefore  by  me  bequeathed  unto  my  said 
trustees,  their  executors,  administrators,  and  as- 
signs, in  trust  for  my  said  five  sons,  Henry  Robert 
Pearson,  Frederidk  Burnet  Pearson,  Edwin  Pear- 
son* Arthur  Hugh  Pearson,  and  William  Wilber- 
force  Pearson,  and  their  respective  issue  (if  any), 
such  issue  to  take  per  stirpes  and  not  per  capitih 
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to  he  divided  amongst  them  in  equal  shares  and  18S1. 
proportions^  the  shares  qfsuch  qfthem  as  shall  have 
attained  the  age  of  twenty-one  years  to  be  paid  to 
them  respectively  forthwith  after  my  decease^  and 
the  shares  of  such  if  them  as  shall  be  under  the  age 
qftwenty'One  years  to  be  paid  to  them^  when  and  as 
they  shaU  respectively  attain  such  age  qf  twenty -one 
years;  and  I  direct  that  in  case  any  or  either  of 
my  said  trustees  shaH  die  before  the  said  trusts 
shall  be  fully  performed,  then  it  shall  be  lawitd  for 
the  surviving  trustee  or  trustees,  with  the  consent 
of  my  said  wife  during  her  widowhood,  by  any 
writing  under  his  or  their  hands  and  seals,  to  b6 
attested  by  two  credible  witnesses,  to  appoint  any 
other  fit  and  respectable  person  or  person^  to  be  a 
trustee  or  trustees  in  the  room  of  the  trustee  or 
trustees  m  dying  as  aforesaid,  and  such  new  trustee 
or  trustees  shall  be  considered  as  invested  with  the 
same  powers  and  authorities  as  if  he  or  they  had 
been  originally  appointed  by  this  my  will :  and  I 
direct  that  my  said  trustees,  or  any  trustee  to  be 
appointed  as  aforesaid,  their  executors,  adminis- 
trators, or  assigns,  shall  not  be  accountable  by 
virtue  of  the  trusts  hereby  reposed  in  them  respect- 
ively, otherwise  than  each  person  for  his  own  actual 
receipts,  acts,  neglects,  and  wilful  defaults,  and 
that  either  or  any  of  them  may  out  of  any  monies 
which  shall  come  to  their  hands  respectively,  by 
virtue  of  this  my  will,  reimburse  themselves  and 
each  other  all  such  costs,  charges,  and  expences, 
as  they  may  respectively  incur  or  pay  in  the  exe- 
cution of  the  trusts  hereby  reposed  in  them.  And 
I  do  hereby  appoint  my  said  dear  wife,  (but  during 
her  widowhood  only)  and  also  the  said  James 
Stephen^    and    Zachary  Macaulay,   and  George 
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18S1.  Hildyard,  and  the  survivors  and  survivor  of  them, 
to  be  joint  guardians  of  such  of  my  children  as  shall 
be  under  the  age  of  twenty-one  years  at  my 
decease,  during  their  respective  minorities,  and 
that  my  said  trustees  do  apply  the  annual  income 
of  such  children,  or  so  much  thereof  as  they  shall 
think  proper,  towards  their  respective  maintenance 
and  education  during  such  minorities,  and  accu- 
mulate the  surplus  of  such  annual  income  (if  any) 
for  the  benefit  of  such  children ;  and  I  do  hereby 
appoint  the  said  James  Stephen,  Zachary  Macaulay, 
and  George  Hildyard,  executors  of  this  my  will, 
to  each  of  whom  I  bequeath  a  ring  of  the  value 
of  50^9  hereby  revoking  all  former  and  otherTwills 
by  me  at  any  time  heretofore  made. 

The  testator  died  in  the  month  of  May,  1826. 

At  the  time  of  the  date  of  the  will,  and  at  the 
death  of  the  testator,  the  Appellant,  Henry  Robert 
Pearson,  was  married,  and  at  each  of  those  times 
had  living  four  children,  namely,  the  Respondents, 
Henry  John  Pearson,  Frederick  Thorpe  Pearson, 
Alfred  Pearson,  and  Mary  Arabella  Pearson. 

The  Appellants,  Frederick  Burnet  Pearson,  Ed- 
win Pearson,  Arthur  Hugh  Pearson,  and  William 
Wilberforce  Pearson,  were  bachelors.  Frances 
Medley  Pearson  died  in  the  life-time  of  the  tes- 
tator. 

The  testator  was,  at  the  time  of  his  death,  pos- 
sessed of  a  considerable  personal  property. 

The  Respondents,  James  Stephen  and  Zachary 
Macaulay  proved  the  will,  George  Hildyard  having 
renounced  probate. 

In  the  month  of  July,  1826j  the  Appellants, 
together  with  George  Gi^borne  Babington  and 
Sarah  Ann  his  wife,  Sarah  Peareon,  and  Ann  Nor- 
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man,  filed  their  bill  in  the  Court  of  Chancery  I88h 
against  the  Respondents ;  and  by  their  bill  prayed, 
that  the  said  will  might  be  established,  and  the 
trusts  thereof  declared  and  carried  into  execution, 
under  the  direction  and  authority .  of  the  said 
Court }  and  that  an  account  might  be  taken  under 
the  direction  and  authority  of  the  Court,  of  the 
personal  estate  and  effects  of  the  testator,  possessed 
by  or  come  to  the  hands  of  James  Stephen  and 
^chaiy  Macaulay,  or  of  any  persons  or  person 
by  their  or  either  of  their  order,  or  for  their  or 
either  of  their  use ;  and  in  like  manner  that  an 
account  might  be  taken  of  the  funeral  and  testa, 
mentary  expences  of  the  testator;  and  that  the 
clear  residue  of  his  estate  might  be  applied  upon 
the  trusts,  and  towards  the  purposes,  in. and  by  the 
will  directed  respecting  the  same. 

The  Respondents  were  served  with  process  of 
subpoena  and  appeared  to  the  bill,  but  before  they 
had  put  in  their  answer  Sarah  Pearson  died. 

On  the  7th  of  November,  1826,  the  Appellants, 
together  widi  George  Gisborne  Babington  and 
Sarah  Ann  his  wife,  and  Ann  Norman,  filed  their 
supplemental  bill  against  the  Respondents,  stating 
the  death  of  Sarah  Pearson,  and  praying  to  have 
the  same  relief  as  had  been  prayed  by  the  original 
bill. 

On  the  7th  of  December,  1826,  the  Respond- 
ents, James  Stephen  and  Zachary  Macaulay,  put 
in  their  joint  answers  to  the  original  and  supple- 
mental bills,  in  which  they  submitted  to  act  as  the 
Court  should  direct 

On  the  same  day,  the  other  Respondents  put  in 
their  joint  answer  to  the  original  and  supplemental 


212  CASKS   IN  THE   HOUSE   OF  LORDS 

1S51.  bills  by  their  guardiaiii  and  thereby  stated  that 
they  were  infants,  and  submitted  their  interests  te 
the  care  and  protection  of  the  Court 
'  On  ^e  21st  day  of  December,  1826,  the  cause 
came  on  for  hearing  before  the  Master  of  the 
Rolls,  when  the  usual  decree  was  pronounced, 
referring  it  to  the  Master  to  take  an  account  of 
the  testator's  estate. 

In  pursuance  of  this  decree,  the  Master  made 
his  report,  dated  the  4th  day  of  July,  1827»  and 
thereby  fbund,  among  other  things,  that  the  testa«> 
tor's  personal  estate  consisted  of  the  sums  therein 
mentioned)  and  that  the  Respondents,  James 
Stephen  and  Zachary  Macaulay,  had  transferred 
into  th^r  own  names  the  sum  of  6055L  5s.  lOd 
S  per  cent,  reduced  annuities,  being  the  value  of 
the  sum  of  4000/.  sterling,  and  in  like  manner  the 
sum  of  1666/.  13^  4</*,  like  S  per  cent,  consoli- 
dated bank  annuities,  as  in  respect  of  the  annuity 
of  50/.  to  the  Appellant,  Ann  Norman,  pursuant  to 
the  testator's  Will. 

The  report  having  been  absolutely  confirmed,  the 
cause  came  oi^  for  li^earing  upon  further  directions 
on  the  Master's  report,  before  the  Master  of  the 
Rolls  upon  the  28th  day  of  March,  1898,  when 
His  Honor  declared  that  each  of  the  Appellants 
was,  under  the  will  of  the  said  testator  John  Pear- 
son, entitled  to  the  interest^  dividends,,  and  annual 
proceeds  of  one  fifth  part  of  the  principal  money, 
the  interest  whereof  was  by  the  said  will  directed 
to  be  paid  to  the  said  Sarah  Pearson  during  her 
life,  and  to  take  and  receive  the  interest,  divi- 
dends, and  annual  proceeds  of  such  one  fifth  part 
of  the  said  principal  money  for  and  during  tht 
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term  of  his  natural  life ;  and  that  upon  the  rer  1881. 
spective  deaths  of  the  Appellants,  the  one  fiflh 
part  or  share  of  the  said  principal  money  to  the 
dividends  whereof  such  one  so  dying  was  therein* 
before  declared  to  be  entitled  for  his  life  would 
be  to  be  divided  in  equal  shares  and  proportion^ 
amongst  all  and  every  the  child  or  children  of 
such  one  so  dying  as  aforesaid,  and  upon  the  death 
of  any  party  thereinbefore  declared  to  be  entitled 
to  any  interest  in  the  said  fund,  any  person  or 
persons  entitled  thereto  or  interested  therein  were 
to  be  at  liberty  to  apply  to  the  said  Court  as  they 
should  be  advised;  and  that  upon  the  death  of 
Sarah  Ann  Babington  in  the  life-time  of  her  hus- 
band George  Gisborne  Babington,  each  of  them  the 
Appellants  who  should  be  then  living  would  be 
entitled  to  the  interest,  dividends,  and  annual  pro- 
ceeds of  one  fiflh  part  of  the  capital  stock  directed 
by  the  said  will  to  be  purchased  with  the  sum  of 
4000/.  sterling}  and  which  said  sum  of  4000/. 
fterling  had  been  invested  in  the  purchase  of 
5055L  5s.  lOd.  3  per  cent.  &c»,  and  to  take  and 
receive  the  said  interest,  dividends,  and  annual 
proceeds  of  the  said  one  fifth  part  of  the  said  last- 
mentioned  stock  for  and  during  the  term  of  his 
natural  life ;  and  that  upon  the  respective  deaths 
of  the  Appellants,  the  one  fifth  part  or  share  of  the 
s^d  stock  to  the  dividends,  whereof  such  one  so 
dying  would  in  the  event  aforesaid  become  en- 
titled^  would  be  to  be  divided  in  equal  shares  and 
proportions,  amongst  all  and  every  the  child  and 
children  of  such  one  so  dying  as  aforesaid ;  and 
that  in  case  any  or  either  of  them  the  Appellants 
ahould,  in  the  event  of  the  said  Sarah  Ann  Babing- 
ton  dying  in  the  lifetime  of  her  said  husband,  de- 
YOL»  V.  a 
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1831.  part  this  life  before  the  death  of  the  said  Sarah 
Ann  Babington,  leaving  a  child  or  children,  the 
share  or  shares  of  them  or  him  so  dying  would, 
upon  the  death  of  the  said  Sarah  Ann  Babington 
as  aforesaid,  be  to  be  divided  amongst  the  respec- 
tive children  of  them  or  him  so  dying,  or  if  only 
one  child  in  each  case,  then  the  whole  to  that  one 
child }  and  that  upon  the  death  of  any  of  the 
parties  declared  to  be  entitled  to  the  said  last- 
mentioned  fund,  any  person  or  persons  entitled 
thereto  or  interested  therein  were  to  be  at  liberty 
to  apply  to  the  said  Court  as  they  should  be  ad- 
vised, and  that  each  of  them  the  Appellants  was 
entitled  to  the  interest,  dividends,  and  annual  pro- 
ceeds of  one  fifth  part  of  the  principal  money,  the 
interest  whereof  was  by  the  said  will  directed  to  be 
paid  to  the  said  testator's  daughter  Frances  Medley 
Pearson  during  her  life,  and  to  take  and  receive  the 
said  interest,  dividends,  and  annual  proceeds  of  the 
said  one  fifth  part  of  the  said  principal  money,  for 
and  during  the  term  of  his  natural  life ;  and  that 
upon  the  respective  deaths  of  the  Appellants,  the 
one  fifth  part  or  share  of  the  said  principal  money  to 
the  dividends,  whereof  such  one  so  dying  as  afore- 
said was  thereinbefore  declared  to  be  so  entitled 
for  his  life,  would  be  to  be  divided  in  equal  shares 
and  proportions  amongst  all  and  every  the  child  and 
children  of  such  one  so  dying  as  aforesaid ;  and 
upon  the  death  of  any  of  the  parties  declared  to  be 
entitled  to  the  said  last-mentioned  fund,  any  per- 
son or  persons  entitled  thereto  or  interested  therein, 
were  to  be  at  liberty  to  apply  to  the  said  Court  as 
they  should  be  advised ;  and  that  upon  the  death 
of  the  said  Ann  Norman,  each  of  them  the  Appel- 
lants who  should  be  then  living  would  be  entitled 
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to  the  interest,  dividends,  and  annual  proceeds  of  188U 
one  fifth  part  of  the  said  1666/.  13^.  4rf.  3  per  cent, 
consolidated  bank  annuities,  and  to  take  and 
receive  the  said  interest,  dividends,  and  annual 
produce  thereof,  for  and  during  the  term  of  his 
natural  life ;  and  that  upon  the  respective  deaths  . 
of  the  Appellants,  the  one  fifth  part  or  share  of  the 
said  stock  to  the  dividends,  of  which  such  one  so 
dying  was  as  aforesaid  declared  to  be  entitled  for 
life  upon  the  decease  of  the  said  Ann  Norman, 
would  be  to  be  divided  in  equal  shares  and  propor- 
tions amongst  all  and  every  the  child  or  children 
of  such  one  so  dying  as  aforesaid ;  and  in  case  alL 
or  any  of  the  said  Appellants  should  depart  this 
life  in  the  lifetime  of  the  said  Ann  Norman,  leaving 
any  child  or  children  respectively,  then  the  said 
parts  or  shares,  part  or  share  of  the  said  sum  of 
1666L  13s.  4td.  3  per  cent,  bank  annuities,  to  the 
interest  and  dividends  of  which  each  of  them  the 
said  Appellants  would  have  been  entitled  for  life 
as  aforesaid,  were  to  be  equally  divided  amongst 
the  respective  children  of  such  of  them  as  should 
be  then  dead;  or  if  any  or  either  of  them  the 
Appellants  should  be  then  dead,  leaving  but  one 
child,  then  and  in  that  case  such  child  would  take 
the  whole  share  of  which  his  father  would  have 
been  entitled  to  the  dividends  for  his  life  as  afore- 
said ;  and  upon  the  death  of  any  of  the  said  parties, 
any  person  or  persons  entitled  thereto  or  interested 
therein,  were  to  be  at  liberty  to  apply  to  the  said 
Court  as  they  should  be  advised;  and  that  each  of 
them  the  Appellants  was  entitled  to  take  and 
receive  the  interest,  dividends,  and  annual  pro- 
ceeds of  one  fifth  part  or  share  of  the  residue  of 
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1881.  the  said  testator's  personal  estate,  for  and  during 
the  term  of  his  natural  life ;  and  that  upon  the 
V.  respective  deaths  of  the  Appellants,  the  one  fifth 
part  to  the  dividends  whereof  such  one  so  dying 
was  as  aforesaid  entitled  for  life,  would  be  to  be 
divided  in  equal  shares  and  proportions  amongst 
all  and  every  the  child  or  children  of  such  one  so 
dying  as  aforesaid ;  the  shares  of  such  of  the  said 
children  as  should  at  the  death  of  their  said  father 
have  attained  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  to  be 
paid  to  him,  her,  or  them  respectively,  immediately 
upon  the  decease  of  their  said  father,  and  the 
shares  of  such  of  the  said  children  as  should  not 
have  attained  that  age,  to  be  paid  to  them  respect- 
ively when  and  as  they  should  severally  attain 
that  age ;  and  upon  the  death  of  any  of  the  said 
parties,  any  person  or  persons  entitled  thereto  or 
interested  therein,  were  to  be  at  liberty  to  apply 
to  the  said  Court  as  they  should  be  advised. 

From  this  decree  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls, 
this  appeal  was  presented. 

For  the  Appellants,  Sir  Edward  Sugden  and 
Mr.  Pepj/s.  The  interests  given  by  the  will  vested 
absolutely  in  the  testator's  sons  upon  attaining  the 
age  of  twenty-one,  and  in  case  any  of  them  died 
before  the  testator,  the  share  of  the  son  so  dying 
would  go  to  such  of  his  children  as  were  living 
when  tlie  fund  came  into  possession,  Wilkinson 
V.  South^j  Butter  v.  Ommanei/f,  and  Robinson  v. 
TickelLt  The  word  "  them"  in  the  residuary 
clause  of  the  will  could  hardly  include  grand- 
children as  well  as  children  of  the  testator :  the 
grandchildren  could  only  take  by  substitution,  not 

•  7  T.  R.  SS5.  f  4  Ra88. 70.  J  8  Ves.  142. 
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by  limitation,  Christopher  v.  Nay  lor  ^,  Crooke  v.       1831. 
De  VandezA 

For  the  Respondents,  Mr.  Jacob  and  Mr.  Parke. 
Tlie  Appellants  are  entitled  only  to  a  life-interest, 
and  the  grandchildren  take  by  limitation,  Jackson 
V.  Jacksonty  Newman  v.  Nightingale  ^^  JEccard  v. 
BrookeW,  in  all  which  cases,  under  similar  limita- 
tion,  to  give  an  interest  to  the  children  of  the  first 
takers,  the  word  "  or'*  was  consti'ued  "  and" 
Butter  V.  Omman^  was  not  decided  upon  the 
ground  of  substitution.  In  a  will  ^*  issue*'  is  a  word 
of  limitation  or  purchase  according  to  the  intent 
of  the  testator,  to  be  collected  from  the  whole  will, 
Doe  dem.  Cooper  v.  Collis.%  In  Knight  v.  Ellis ^^^ 
the  word  "  issue**  was  held  to  vest  an  interest  by 
purchase.  In  Wilson  v.  Vansittartff,  a  bequest  to 
A.  and  his  heirs  male,  equally  to  be  divided  amongst 
them  share  and  share  alike,  was  construed  as  a 
gift  to  A.  for  life,  and  it  was  held  that  the  remain- 
der vested  in  the  children  equally.  The  same  prin- 
ciple of  construction  was  applied  in  Hockley  v.  Maw^ 
breytt,  and  in  Jacobs  v.  Amyatt.%%  In  the  case 
now  before  the  House,  it  is  the  obvious  intention 
of  the  testator  that  the  sons  should  take  only  an 
interest  for  life.  There  are  no  words  from  which 
the  intent  of  substitution  or  a  quasi  estate  tail  can 
be  implied. 

In  reply,  it  was  said  that  Neivman  v.  Nightin^ 
gale  had  been  over-ruled. 

•  1  Meriv.320.  f  9  Ves.  197. 

X  1  Ves.  sen.  217.  §  1  Cox.  341. 

D  2  Cox,  213.  If  4.T.  R.294.. 

••  2  B.  C.  C.  569.  tt  Arab.  562. 

tt  1  Ves.  jun.  US.  §§  4  B.  C.  C.  542. 

Q  3 
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1881.  The  Lord  Chancellor.— This  will  cannot  have  a 

^"^^"^  rational  construe tion»  unless  it  creates  an  absolute 
«'•  ,  gift  to  the  testator's  five  sons.  If  any  one  of  them 
should  not  be  living  at  the  time  of  the  death  of 
the  testator,  the  issue  of  that  deceased  son  might 
take  by  substitution.  That  construction  would 
fulfil  the  intent  of  the  testator,  and  satisfy  the 
words  of  the  will.  If  this  decision  stands.  Butter 
V.  Ommaney  must  be  overruled.  The  gift  is  abso- 
lute. The  fund  is  to  be  paid  to  the  parties  in- 
terested at  the  age  of  twenty-one,  if  living  at  the 
death  of  the  testator,  or  upon  attaining  that  age 
afterwards.  This  is  the  only  construction  con- 
sistent with  the  apparent  intent  of  the  will. 


llth  Julif,  1831. 


Ordered  and  adjudged,  that  the  decree  of  His  Honor  the 
Master  of  the  Rolls  be  reversed ;  and  it  is  declared  that  the 
Appellants  H.  R.  Pearson,  &c.  are,  under  the  will  of  John 
Pearson  the  testator,  &c.,  entitled  absolutely,  in  equal  shares 
and  proportions,  to  the  principal  money,  the  interest  whereof 
was  by  the  sai4  will  directed  to  be  paid  to  Sarah  Pearson,  &c. 
during  her  life  or  widowhood :  and  it  is  further  declared,  that 
Sarah  Ann  Babington,  &c.  dying  in  the  lifetime  of  her  hus- 
band G.  G.  Babington,  such  of  the  above-named  Appellants  as 
shall  be  living  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  the  said  Sarah  Ann 
Babington  will  be  entitled  to  the  sum  of  5055/.  5s,  lOd,  3  per 
cent,  reduced  bank  annuities,  in  equal  shares  and  proportions; 
provided  that  if  any  or  either  of  the  above-named  Appellants 
should  die  before  the  decease  of  the  said  Sarah  Ann  Babington, 
leaving  issue,  such  issue,  if  living  at  the  time  of  the  death  of 
the  said  Sarah  Ann  Babington,  will  be  entitled  to  the  share  or 
shares  of  the  said  fund  which  their  respective  parents  would 
have  been  entitled  to  in  case  they  had  been  alive  at  the  time  of 
the  death  of  the  said  S.  A.  Babington,  and  shall  stand  in  the 
place  of  their  respective  parents  in  the  division  of  the  said  sum 
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of  stock;  and  such  issue  are  to  take  such  share  of  their  re-  18S1. 
spective  parents  equally  amongst  them :  and  it  is  further  de- 
clared, that  the  said  Appellants  are  absolutely  entitled,  in 
equal  shares  and  proportions,  to  the  principal  money,  the 
interest  whereof  was  by  the  said  will  directed  to  be  paid  to 
F.  M.  Pearson  during  her  life :  and  it  is  further  declared,  that 
the  said  Appellants  are  absolutely  entitled,  in  equal  shares  and 
proportions,  to  and  for  their  own  use  and  benefit,  to  the 
residue  of  the  said  testator's  personal  estate  :  and  it  is  further 
ordered  and  adjudged,  that  the  costs  of  all  parties  be  paid  out 
of  the  fund  in  Court  in  this  cause. 


Q  4 


the  Com 
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18S1. 


nxyox  rxxEAQX 

CLAUC 


ENGLAND. 


Dbvon  Peerage  Claim. 


(No.l.)-J 


(No.  n.)- 


In  the  grant  of  an  Earldom  by  letters  patent,  a  limitation  to 
the  grantee,  **  and  his  heirs  malef*  is  not  void;  but  the 
honor,  in  default  of  heirs  male  of  the  body  of  the  grantee, 
will  descend  to  his  heirs  male  collateral. 


(No.  9.) -Si 


c 

G 


(No.10.)-. 


On  the  3d  of  September,  in  the  first  year  of  the 
reign  of  Queen  Mary,  1553,  Sir  Edward  Cour- 
tenay.  Knight,  (son  and  heir  of  Henry  Marquess 
of  Exeter  and  Earl  of  Devon,  who  was  executed 
and  attainted  in  the  31st  Hen.  VIII.,)  was  cre- 
ated Earl  of  Devon,  to  hold  "  to  him  and  his  Heirs 
"  Male  for  ever^^  by  the  following  Patent : 

*^  Regina,  &c.  archiepiscopis  episcopis  duci- 
**  bus  marchionibus  comitibus  baronibus  justicia- 
**  riis  vicecomitibus  prepositis  ministris  ac  omnibus 
^'  ballivis  et  fidelibus  suis  ad  quos  &c.  salutem. 
**  Regalis  dignitatis  fastigium  felicibus  auspiciis 
'^  nedum  insigniri  sed  augeri  confidimus  dum  inter 
<<  personas  discretas  et  strenuas  honorum  culmina 
**  dispensamus  credimus  namque  nostram  coronam 
^*  regiam  tanto  pluribus  micare  gemmis  et  preciosis 
^^  coruscare  lapidibus  quanto  viris  virtuosis  preser- 
"  tim  nobilibus  consilio  prepoUentibus  in  partem 
<*  solicitudinis  regie  ad  fastes  honorum  evocatis  ad 


(No.  12.)_j 


ITojaee  page  xxo. 


he  County  of  Devon,  on  his 


HUGH  (or  Sii 

allowed  thj 

9Ed«i( 


r" 


-I 


(No.  l.)-Hugh  Courtenay.  2d  Ed 
Devon,  ob.  A."  51  Edw.  Uf 


{ 


I 


"f        "  j  Courtenay  of  Powderiiam 

/No  17.^  —  Humphrey  Courtenay,  |>f  Bickleigh,  Knight, 
^  '         died  young,  S.P.         bb.  A«  7  Hen.  IV. 

J \ 


1 


(No.  9.)— Sir  Hugh  Courtenay* 
of  Haccomb,  Knight, 
ob.  A°  3  Hen.  VI. 


!       (No.  21.)  —  Sir  John  Courtenay,  Knight, 

Second  Son,  ob.  Vitd  Fratris. 


\^r ' 

(No.  10.)  —  Edward    Courtenay^     ■ 

Son  and  Heir,  A'' 
3  Hen.  VI.  ob.  ante 
7  Edw.  IV.  S.  P. 


/No.  12.)— Sir  Edward  Courtenay,  1 
^  '    _  created  Earl  of  Devon 


)•  22.)— Sir  Philip  Ci 


(No.  22.) — Sir  Philip  Courtenay,  Knt,  Son 
and  Heir,  ob.  A^"  3  Edw.  IV. 


(No.  23.)— Sir  William  Courtenay,  Knight, 

Son  and  Heir,  ob.  circa  A® 
1  Hen.  VII. 


(No.  24<.)— Sir  William  Courtenay,  Knight, 

Son    and  Heir,    ob.  Anno 
^  Hpiu  Vm.  1512. 


-  J 
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«<  directionem  boni  publici  suffulti  sumiis  Consi-  1831. 
"  derantes  itaque  generis  nobilitatem  et  precipue  ^•■v*' 
<<  nobis  m  sanguine  propmquitatem  probatissimi  cu^ix. 
<<  viri  araantissimi  consanguine!  nostri  Edwardi 
<<  Courtenay  qui  nuUis  cedens  laboribus  se  nobis 
*<  obsequiosum  semper  exhibuerit  volentesque  pro- 
"  inde  eundem  Edwardum  condignis  honoribus  et 
'^regalibus  premiis  ornare  ampliare  et  sublimare 
*'  de  gratia  nostra  speciali  ac  ex  certa  sciencia  et 
*^  mero  motu  nostris  ipsum  Edwardum  in  comitem 
'*  Devonie  ereximus  prefecimus  et  creavimus  et 
<*  per  presentes  erigimus  preficimus  et  cream  us  et 
**  ei  noraen  statum  stilum  titulum  honorem  et  dig- 
**  nitatem  comitis  Devonie  cum  omnibus  et  sin- 
gulis preeminenciis  honoribus  et  ceteris  quibus- 
cunque  hujusmodi  statui  comitis  Devonie  perti- 
nentibus  sive  spectantibus  damns  et  concedimus 
per  presentes  ipsumque  Edwardum  hujusmodi 
statu  stilo  titulo  honore  et  dignitate  per  cinctu- 
<<  ram  gladii  insignimus  investimus  et  realiter  no- 
'*  bilitamus  et  unam  capam  honoris  et  dignitatis 
**  atque  circulum  aureum  super  caput  suum  poni- 
^'  mus  Habendum  et  tenendum  nomen  statum  stilum 
**  titulum  honorem  et  dignitatem  comitis  Devonie 
^^predicta  cum  omnibus  et  singviis  preeminenciis 
•*  honoribus  et  ceteris  quibuscunque  htijusmodi  statui 
•'  comitis  Devonie  pertinentibus  sive  spectantibus 

**  FREFATO  EdWARDO  £T  HEREDIBUS  SUIS  MASCULIS 

••  IMPERFETUUM.  Et  ulterius  de  uberiori  gratia 
*•  nostra  volumus  et  per  presentes  concedimus  pre- 
**Jato  nunc  comiti  quod  idem  comes-  et  heredes 
'^  8UI  MAscuLi  habeant  teneant  gaudeant  et  possi- 
••  deant  tam  in  omnibus*  et  singulis  parliaments 
nostris  imposterum  tenendis  quam  in  omnibus  et 


u 
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1831.  <<  singulis  aliis  locis  quibuscunque  tales  et  huju&- 
'-^^^'  "  modi  preeminenciam  difftiitatem  statum  honorem 
CLAIM.  «  e/  loca  in  omnibus  quales  aliquts  antecessorum 
"  dicti  nunc  comitis  antehac  comes  Devonie  existens 
**  habuit  tenuit  aut  gavisusfuit.  Et  quia  crescente 
"  status  celsitudine  ex  consequenti  necessario  cres- 
"  cunt  sumptus  et  onera  grandiora  et  ut  idem 
**  comes  melius  decencius  et  honorificencius  statum 
"  predicti  comitis  Devonie  ac  onera  ipsius  comitis 
<*  incumbentia  manutenere  et  sustentare  valeat  de 
*<  uberiori  gratia  nostra  dedimus  et  concessimus 
"  ac  per  presentes  damus  et  concedimus  pro  nobis 
••  et  heredibus  nostris  prefato  comiti  et  heredibiis 
^'  suis  predictis  viginti  libras  annuas  legalis  monete 
**  Anglie  habendum  et  percipiendura  annuatim  sibi 
**  et  heredibus  suis  predictis  imperpetuum  de  parva 
custuma  nostra  infra  portum  nostrum  Londoni 
per  manus  custumariorum  sive  coUectorum  cus* 
tume  predicte  pro  tempore  existentium  ad  festa 
Sancti  Michaelis  archangeli  et  Pasche  per  equates 
portiones  solvendas  eo  quod  expressa  mencio  &c. 
"  Hiis  testibus  reverendo  in  Christo  patre  ac  nos- 
"  tro  fideli  consiliario  Stephano  Wintonie  episcopo 
"  cancellario  nostro  summo  ac  precharissimo  con- 
"  sanguineo  et  consiliario  nostro  Thoma  duce  Nor- 
"  folcie  necnon  charissimis  consanguineis  et  con- 
"  siliariis  nostris  Willielmo  marchione  Wintonie 
"  thesaurario  Anglie  Henrico  comite  Arundell 
"  Johanne  comite  Oxonie  Francisco  comite  Salopie 
"  Edwardo  comite  Derbie  Henrico  comite  Sussexie 
*•  Johanne  comite  Bathonie  ac  etiam  reverendo  in 
"  Christo  Cutberto  Dunolmensis  episcopo  predi* 
"  lectisque  et  fidelibus  consiliariis  nostris  Willielmo 
*•  domino  Paget  Willielmo  Petre  milite  uno  prin- 
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"  cipalium   secretariorum  nostrorum  et  Johanne       1831. 
"  Bourne  armigero  altero  secretariorum  nostrorum  p^J^^ai 
"  predictorum  et  aliis.     Data  &c.  Teste  Regina       c*-^"*- 
*<  apud  Richemount  tercio  die  Septembris. 

"  Per  ipsam  Reginam,  &c.**  * 

*  UpoD  this  patent  the  claim  to  the  Earldom  of  Deyon,  as 
heir  male  of  the  grantee,  was  grounded.  The  history  of  that 
dignity  in  the  Courtenay  family  previous  to  the  grant  of  it  by 
Queen  Mary,  which  was  frequently  adverted  to  in  the  argu- 
ments on  the  claim,  is  as  follows :  — 

The  Earldom  of  Dbvok  commenced  in  the  Ds  Red  vers 
family.  In  the  reign  of  King  Henry  the  First,  Richard  de  Red- 
▼ers  was  created  Earl  of  Devon,  and  had  the  iertium  denarium  of 
tlie  issues  of  that  county  granted  to  him ;  but,  from  his  residing 
at  Exeter,  he  was  sometimes  styled  "  Earl  of  Exeter."  (Cotton 
MS.  Julius,  C.  VII.)  No  patent  of  the  dignity  is  on  record,  and 
the  limitations  are  unknown,  except  as  they  appear  by  the 
course  oi  inheritance,  from  which  it  is  to  be  inferred  that  it  was 
granted  to  him  and  his  heirs.  He  shortly  afterwards  obtained  a 
grant  of  the  Isle  of  Wight,  and  was  styled  **  Earl  of  Devon  and 
Lord  of  the  Isle."  He  died  about  1137,  and  was  succeeded  in 
his  honours  by  his  son,  Baldwin  de  Redvers,  second  Earl,  who 
died  in  1155,  leaving  two  sons,  1.  Richard,  third  Earl  of  Devon, 
and,  2.  William  de  Redvers,  who  became  sixth  Earl.  Richard, 
the  third  Earl,  died  in  1162,  and  was  succeeded  by  his  eldest 
son  Baldwin,  fourth  Earl:  he  died  without  issue  before  1189» 
and  the  dignity  devolved  on  his  brother  Richard,  fiflh  Earl, 
who  also  died  without  issue  before  1193,  when  his  uncle, 
William  de  Redvers,  surnamed  <'  de  Vernon,"  succeeded  as 
sixth  Earl  of  Devon.  Wilh'am,  the  sixth  Earl,  who  died  in  1216* 
had  issue,  Baldwin  de  Redvers,  his  son  and  heir,  (who  died  vita 
patriSf  leaving  a  son  Baldwin,  who  succeeded  his  grandfather 
as  seventh  Earl,)  and  two  daughters,  1.  Mary,  the  wife  of  Sir 
Robert  de  Courtenay,  and,  2.  Joan,  who  died  without  issue. 
Baldwin,  the  seventh  Earl,  was  created  Earl  of  the  Isle  of 
Wight  in  1240,  and,  dying  in  1245,  was  succeeded  by  Baldwin 
his  son,  the  eighth  Earl,  who  died  without  issue  in  1262,  when 
Isabel,  his  sister  and  heiress,  became  Countess  of  Devon.  She 
married  William  Earl  of  Albemarle,  and  had  several  children, 
of  whom  Aveline  was  the  wife  of  Edmund  Earl  of  Lancaster. 
All  the  Countess  of  Devon's  issue  died  before  her  without 
ifisae ;  and  on  her  decease  in  12939  Sir  Hugh  Courtenay  be- 


S24  CASES   IN   THE   HOUSE   OF   LORDS 

1831.  In  June  1830,  Viscount  Courtenay  presented  a 

MT^T^AOE  petition  to  the  King,  "  praying  that  his  right  to 

ciwijM.       «  the  Earldom  of  Devon  might  be  recognized  by 


came  the  heir  of  the  family  of  De  Redversi  as  son  and  heir  of 
Sir  Hugh  Courtenay,  who  was  eldest  son  of  Sir  John  Cour- 
tenay,  son  and  heir  of  Robert  de  Courtenay  by  Mary  de 
Redvers,  daughter  of  WilHam  sixth  Earl  of  Devon.  He  thus 
became  entitled  to  the  Earldom  of  Devon  as  heir  of  the 
grantee ;  but  he  did  not  assume  the  title  until  he  was  autho- 
rized to  do  so  by  the  King's  writ  in  1335. 

Hugh  first  {Courtenay)  Earl  of  Devon.  —  HUGH  first 
(Courtenay)  Earl  or  Devon  (the  great  grandson  of  Robert 
de  Courtenay  and  Mary  de  Redvers,  daughter  of  William  de 
Redvers,  surnamed  "  de  Vernon,"  Earl  of  Devon),  was  sum- 
moned to  parliament  as  a  baron,  from  the  27th  Edw.  I.  1299,  to 
the  8th  Edw.  III.  1334..»  On  the  22d  February,  9  Edw.  III. 
1335,  he  was  authorized,  by  writ,  to  assume  the  name  and 
honour  of  an  Earl,  and  to  style  himself  henceforward  Earl  of 
Devon,  because  the  inheritance  of  Isabella  Countess  of  Devon, 
whose  heir,  the  writ  states,  he  was,  and  of  her  ancestors  and 
his,  Earls  of  Devon,  had  descended  to  him  by  right  of  inherit- 
ance.-)- He  was  summoned  to  a  council  as  "  Earl  of  Devon** 
on  the  23d  February,  and  to  parliament  by  that  title,  from  the 
1st  April,  9  Edw.  III.  1335*;  and  died  in  the  14th  Edw.  III. 
1340.  t 

Hugh  second  (Courtenay)  Earl  of  Devon,  —  HUGH  second 
(Courtenay)  Earl  of  Devon,  his  son  and  heir  j:,  married 
Margaret,  daughter  of  Humphrey  de  Bohun,  Earl  of  Here- 
ford and  Essex,  and  Lord  High  Constable,  by  the  Princess 
Elizabeth,  daughter  of  King  Edward  the  First;  by  whom 
he  had,  besides  several  daughters,  1.  Sir  Hugh  Courte- 
nay, one  of  the  founders  of  the  Order  of  the  Garter,  who 
was  summoned  to  parliament  as  a  baron  on  the  8th  January, 
44  Edw.  III.  1371  *,  and  died,  vita  patris,  in  1374,  leaving 
Hugh  Courtenay  his  only  child,  who  died,  without  issue, 
shortly  before  his   grandfather.§    2.  Sir  Edward  Courte- 

*  Clause  Rolls,  printed  in  the  Appendix  No.  2.  to  the  Ileports  of  tbe 
Ix>rd8  Committee  on  the  Dignity  of  a  Peer  of  the  Realm, 
t  Rot.  CUus.  9  Edw.  III.  m.  35  d« 
t  Each.  14  Edw.  III.  No.  27. 

$  Escfa.  51  Edw.  Ill,  No.  6. 
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**  his  Majesty,  and  that  he  might  be  summoned  to  18S1. 

"  parliament  as  Earl  of  Devon.'*  ^^^r^^ 

His  Majesty  was  pleased  to  refer  this  petition  <«^n«- 

to  the  Attorney-General,  Sir  James  Scarlett,  on  « 


KAY,  who  died  vita  pairiSf  leaving  two  sons,  Edward,  who 
became  third  Earl  of  Devon,  and  Sir  Hugh  Courtenay  of  Hac- 
comb  in  Devonshire.*  3.  William  Courtbnat,  Archbishop 
of  Canterbury,  who  died  without  issue  in  July  ISSG.f  4.  Hum- 
phrey Courtenay,  who  died  young,  and  unmarried.*  5.  Sir 
Peter  Courtenay,  K.  G.,  who  died  without  issue  in  February  * 
1404^.4:  6.  Sir  Philip  Courtenay  of  Powderham,  the 
ancestor  of  Viscount  Courtenay,  the  Claimant.}  Hugh,  second 
Earl  of  Devon,  died  in  April  1377  $>  and  was  succeeded  by  his 
grandson, 

Edward  third  (Courtenay)  Earl  of  Devon.  —  EDWARD 
THIRD  (Courtenay)  Earl  ov  Devon  §,  died  in  December 
1419 II,  leaving  his  son, 

Hugh  fourth  (Courtenay)  Earl  of  Devon. — HUGH  fourth 
(Courtenay)  Earl  of  Devon,  his  heir,  thirty  years  old  and 
upwards.  II  He  died  in  June  14>22f ,  and  was  succeeded  by 
bis  son  and  heir, 

Thomas Jifth  (Courtenay)  Earlqf  Devon.— THOMAS  fifth 
(Courtenay)  Earl  of  Devon  f  In  the  24th  Hen.  VI. 
he  claimed  precedency  of  the  Earl  of  Arundel ;  and  in  the 
27th  Hen.  VI.  it  was  decreed  by  the  King,  in  parliament, 
that  the  Earl  of  Arundel  should  retain  pre-eminence  of  the 
Earl  of  Devon,  by  reason  of  his  tenure  of  the  castle,  lord- 
ship, and  honor  of  Arundel,  with  a  salvo  jure  in  favour  of 
the  Earl  of  Devon.**  The  Earl  died  in  February  1458++, 
leaving  three  sons  and  two  daughters ;  viz.  1.  Thomas,  who 
succeeded  as  sixth  Earl  of  Devon. ++  2.  Henry  Cour- 
tenay of  Estmyll,  in  the  county  of  Southampton,  who  was 
found  heir  to  his  brother  the  Earl  of  Devon.JJ     He  was  be- 

•  Eschefttfl,  7  Hen.  V.  No.  75.,  and  10  Hen.  V.  No.  29  b. 

t  Ewh.  aokic  II.  No.  17.  t  Esch.  6  Hen.  IV.  No.  S8. 

S  Etch.  51  Edw.  III.  No.  6:  il  Escb.  7  Hen.  V.  No.  75. 

^  Each.  10  Hen.  V.  No.  29  b,  ••  Rot.  Pari.  t.  148. 

ft  EKh.  36Hen.yL  N0.S8. 

ft  EKb.  6  Edw.  IV.  Na  48.  and  Rot  FkrL  vi.  SOS. 
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18S1.       the  23rd  June  1830;  who,  having  received  evi- 
BmTrmAai  ^cnce  in   support  of  the    allegations    contained 
CLAIM.       therein,  made  his  Report  on  the  15th  November 
following. 


headed  and  attainted  of  high  treason  in  the  6th  £dw.  IV.  1466; 
and  died  without  issue.  *  S.  Sir  John  Courtenat,  who  was 
attainted  in  the  1st  Edw.  IV.  f ,  but  appears  to  have  been 
restored  to  the  earldom  by  parliament  in  the  49th  Hen.  VI. 
(or  lOth  Edw.  IV.)  As»  however,  the  proceedings  of  that 
parliament  were  reversed  in  the  17th  Edw.  IV.  |,  the  dignity 
again  became  forfeited.  He  was  slain  at  the  battle  of  Tewkes- 
bury in  March  1471,  and  died  without  issue.  ^  4.  Joak 
CouRTENAT,  who  was  twcnty-four  years  of  age  in  the 
11  Edw.  IV.  II  She  married,  first,  Sir  Roger  Clifford,  and  by 
him  had  issue  %  ;  and,  secondly,  Sir  William  Knyvett ;  and  was 
living  in  the  5th  Hen.  VII.  •*  In  the  19th  Hen.  VII.  she  was 
described  as  **  sister  and  heir  of  Thomas  late  Earl  of  Devon- 
shire ff  ;"  and  her  descendants  are  the  heirs  general  of  the  eldest 
branch  of  the  house  of  Courtenay.  5.  Elizabeth  Courtenat, 
who  was  twenty-two  years  of  age  in  the  11th  Edw.  IV.  ||  She 
was  the  wife  of  Sir  Hugh  Conway  in  the  5th  Hen.  VII.  **,  but 
died  without  issue  before  the  19th  Hen.  VII.  f  f 

Thomas  sixth  (Courtefiay)  Earl  of  Devon, — THOMAS  sixth 
(Courtenat)  Earl  of  Devon,  was  twenty-six  years  old  at 
the  decease  of  his  father,  j::^  Having  espoused  the  cause  of  his 
sovereign.  King  Henry  the  Sixth,  he  was  present  at  the  battle 
of  Towton  on  the  29th  March  1461,  where  he  was  taken 
prisoner,  and  soon  afterwards  beheaded.  He  was  attainted 
by  Stat.  1  Edw.  IV.,  which  enacted  that  he  and  some  other 
peers  should  be  '*  unabled  from  henceforth  to  have,  hold,  in- 
"  herit,  or  enjoy  any  name  of  dignity,  estate,  or  pre-eminence 


•  Esch.  6  Edw.  IV.  No.  48.  and  Rot.  Pari.  Ti.  SOS. 
t  Rot.  Pari.  V.  479.  and  Letters  Patent,  5  Edw.  IV. 

I  Rot.  Pari.  vi.  191. 

§  Esch.  11  Edw.  IV.  No.  64  ;    Rot.    Pari.  tL   426.;  and  Inq.   Post 
Mortem,  4  &  5  Ph.  &  M. 

II  Esch.  11  Edw.  IV.  No.  64. 

t  Rot.  Pari.  TI.  526.  and  Inq.  Post  Mortem,  4  ft  5  Ph.  &  M. 

••  Inq.  Post  Mortem,  4  &  5  Ph.  &  M.  ff  Rot.  Pari.  ▼£.  S26. 

tt  Esch.  36  Hen.  VI.  No.  38. 
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After  reciting  the  petition,  the  patent,  and  the  1881. 

evidence  which  had  been  adduced  in  proof  of  the  ^'^'^^"^^ 

claimant's  pedigree,   he  concluded  his  report  in  claim. 
these  words : 


"  within  this  realm,  in  Scotland,  or  in  Wales,  or  in  Calais,  or 
**  in  the  Marches  thereof;  and  that  their  heirs  be  unable  to 
'^  claim  or  have  by  them  any  such  name,  estate,  or  pre-emi- 
'<  nence."*  The  Earl  died  unmarried,  and  his  brother  was 
his  heir ;  but  the  male  line  of  this  branch  failed  on  the  death 
of  Sir  John  Courtenay  in  1471*  The  heir  male  of  Hugh,  first 
Earl  of  Devon,  was  then 

Edxttard  Earl  of  Dewow.— SIR  EDWARD  COURTENAY 
07  BocoNNoc,  namely,  son  and  heir  of  Sir  Hugh  Cour- 
tenay f,  son  and  heir  of  Sir  Hugh  Courtenay  of  Hac- 
comb  j:,  brother  of  Edward,  third  Earl  of  Devon.  §  Sir  Edward 
Courtenay  was  an  adherent  of  the  House  of  Lancaster,  and  was 
attainted  in  the  1st  Ric.  HI.  || ;  but  on  the  accession  of  Henry 
the  Seventh  that  attainder  was  reversed,  f  By  patent  dated 
26th  October,  1  Hen.  VII.  1485,  he  was  created  Earl  of 
Devon,  to  him  and  the  heirs  male  of  his  body ;   and  divers 

*  Rot.  Pari.  V.  479.  By  the  act  1  £dw.  IV.,  King  Henry  the  Sixth, 
Q^een  Margaret,  their  son  the  Prince  of  Wales,  two  dukes,  four  earls^  one 
discount,  seven  barons,  about  tliirty  knights,  thirty  esquires,  sixteen  gentle- 
men, and  twenty  yeomen  or  inferior  persons,  were  attainted.  That  act  was 
declared  by  stat.  1  Hen.  VII.  to  have  been  '*  against  all  righteousness, 
**  honour,  nature,  and  duty  ;**  it  is  called  "  an  inordinate,  seditious,  and 
*<  slanderous  act  ;'*  and  so  much  of  it  as  related  to  Henry  the  Sixth,  his  Queen, 
the  Prince  of  Wales,  the  Duke  of  Bedford,  and  the  Duke  of  Somerset,  was 
repealed.  (Rot.  Pari.  vi.  388.)  The  heirs  of  the  greater  part  of  the  persons 
attainted  by  the  stat  1  Edw.  IV.  were  fully  restored;  and  (excepting  the 
barony  of  Richmond  Grey,  the  heir  to  which  possessed  a  superior  title)  the 
<m/y  dignity  forfeited  under  the  act  1  Edw.  IV.,  to  which  the  heirs  of 
the  attainted  peer  would  have  succeeded  but  for  the  attainder,  which  has 
not  been  restored  to  the  heirs,  is  the  Earldom  of  Devon*  The  presumed 
cause  of  the  omission  was  frequently  alluded  to  in  the  arguments  on  the 
daim. 

t  Inq.  Post  Mortem,  4  8c  5  Ph.  &  M. 

I  Edward,  the  elder  brother  of  this  Hugh,  died  young,  and  unmarried. 
Vide  Escheats,  3  Hen.  VI.  No.  30. ;  7  Edw.  IV.  No.  41. ;  and  21  Hen.  VI. 
No.  46. 

$  Esch.  7  Hen.  Y.  No.  75.  and  10  Hen.  V.  No.  29  b. 

I  Inq.  Post  Mortem.  4  ft  5  Ph.  &  M.  and  Rot.  Pari.  vi.  246. 

f  Inq.  Post  Mortem,  4  ft  5  Ph.  &  M.  and  Rot.  Pari.  vi.  879. 
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1851.  c<  Upon  consideration  of  the  evidence  produced, 

osmrmilas  "  ^    humbly    ofFcF   it  as    my  opinion,   that  the 

ofcAiM,  « Claimant,    William   Viscount    Courtenay,    has 


manors  and  other  lands,  which  had  belonged  to  Thomas,  sixth 
Earl  of  Devon,  were  granted  to  him,  with  the  same  limitation* 
The  patent  of  his  creation  recites,  as  the  King's  motive^  ibal 
'*  he  was  descended  from  Hugh  Courtenay,  formerly  Earl  of 
«  Devon,  and  Margaret  his  wife,  daughter  of  Elizabeth,  daugh- 
**  ter  of  King  Edward  the  First*  and  was  the  heir  male  of  the 
**  said  Hugh."  The  King  styled  him  '*  his  kinsman ; "  and  ap« 
pears  by  that  instrument  to  have  intended  to  restgre  him  to  the 
rank,  and  to  give  him  the  property  of  his  ancestors,  the  former 
Earls  of  Devon.  He  was  made  a  Knight  of  the  Garter ;  and 
in  the  Ist  Hen.  VII.  an  .act  passed  confirming  the  grant  of 
the  lands  under  the  patent.*  The  earl  died  in  May  1509, 
and  left 

SIR  WILLIAM  COURTENAY  his  son  and  heirf;  but 
as  he  was  attainted  in  the  19th  Hen.  VII.  1504  %,  he  did 
not  succeed  his  father  in  the  Earldom  of  Devon.  He  married 
Katherine  Plantagenet,  daughter  and  coheiress  of  King  Edward 
the  Fourth,  and  sister  of  the  Queen  of  Henry  the  Seventh. 
On- the  lOth  May,  SHen.  VIIL  1511,  he  was  created  Earl 
OF  Devon,  to  him  and  the  heirs  male  of  his  body,  by  a 
charter,  which  noticed  his  having  married  the  King's  aunt, 
his  descent  from  Hugh  Earl  of  Devon  and  Margaret  the 
granddaughter  of  King  Edward  the  First,  and  his  being  then 
the  heir  male  of  the  said  Hugh.  The  Earl  died  on  the 
9th  June,  1511,  a  few  weeks  only  after  his  creation  §  ;  and  by 
the  Princess  Katherine  had  an  only  surviving  child. 

Henrif  Earl  of  Devon,  —  HENRY  COURTENAY,  who 
succeeded  as  Earl  of  Devon,  under  the  charter  of  1511-  In 
the  4th  Hen.  VIIL,  he  obtained  the  reversal  of  his  father's 
attainder,  when  he  ako  succeeded  to  the  Earldom  of  Devon, 
granted  to  his  grandfather  in  1485.  On  the  18th  June, 
17  Hen.  VIIL  1525,  he  was  created  Marquis  of  Exeter,  to  him 
and  the  heirs  male  of  his  body;  but  in  January,  91  Hen.  VIU. 

*  Rot.  Pari.  tL  298. 

t  Inq.  Post  Mortem,  4  &  5  Ph.  &  M. 

I  Rot.  Pari.  n.  545. 

§  M&  in  the  CoUc^  of  Anna,  mariud  L8.  f  SS. 
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"  proved  himself  to  be  the  male   descendant  of      1831. 

"  Hugh,  second  Earl  of  Devon,  and  therefore,  ^— ^^-*^ 
"  according  to  the  pedigree  proved,  the  nearest       claim. 


15S8-9,  he  was  executed  and  attainted  of  high  treason,  when 
all  his  honours  and  property  were  forfeited.  *  His  only  sur- 
viving child  was 

SIR  EDWARD  COURTENAY,  the  grantee  of  the  patent 
under  which  Viscount  Courtenay  claimed  the  Earldom  of 
Devon.  On  the  Sd  September,  1  Mar.  1553,  he  was  created 
Earl  of  Devon  by  patent,  f  It  states  that  ''  in  consideration 
*^  of  the  nobility  of  his  birth,  and  his  propinquity  in  blood  to 
<'  the  Queen,  she  was  pleased  to  create  him  Earl  of  Devon, 
"  with  all  pre-eminences,  honours,  &c.  thereunto  belonging, 
"  to  hold  the  title  and  dignity  of  Earl  of  Devon,  xoith  the  said 
"  honours  and  pre'eminences  thereunto  belonging,  to  the  afore- 
**  SAID  Edward  and  his  heirs  male  for  ever;"  and  the 
patent  proceeds,  "  And  further  of  our  more  abundant  grace 
**  We  will,  and  by  these  presents  do  grant  to  the  aforesaid 
''  now  Earl,  that  he  and  his  heirs  male  may  have,  hold, 
**  enjoy,  and  possess  in  all  parliaments  and  other  places  the 
same  pre'eminence  as  any  of  the  ancestors  of  the  said  Earl 
being  heretofore  Earl  of  Devon,  had,  held,  or  enjoyed ^  The 
IVivy  Seal  Bill,  which  preceded  the  patent,  contains  precisely 
the  same  words.  The  Earl  is  stated  to  have  been  summoned 
to  parliament  by  writ  tested  on  the  14th  August  155S;  and 
again,  in  October,  2  &  3  Ph.  &  M.  1555.  %  His  name  occurs 
in  the  Ibt  of  peers  on  the  Journals  of  the  House  of  Lords,  from 
the  5th  April  to  the  5th  May,  1554  $  ;  but  it  does  not  appear 
that  he  ever  sat  in  parliament  The  Earl  was  made  a  Knight 
of  the  Bath  at  the  coronation  of  the  Queen  || ;  and  in  the  first 
parliament  of  her  reign,  an  act  passed  to  restore  him  and  his 
heirs  in  blood,  **  as  well  as  son  and  heir  to  his  father  as  to  all 
"  his  collateral  and  lineal  ancestors,  as  if  his  said  father  had 
«  never  been  attainted ;  which  attainders,  it  was  declared, 

•  Inq.  Poft  Mortem,  4  &  5  Fb.  &  M.       f  Sae  page  220.  and  Historiaiu. 

X  Dngdale's  «  Listo  of  Summons/*  pp.  514.  517. 

S  Vol.  L  pp.  448 — 462. 

H  Anstis's  "  History  of  the  Order  of  the  Bath." 

VOL.  V.  R 
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1831.  «<  heir  male  of  Sir  Edward  Courtenay,  who  was 

*.J^^.«.  "  created  Earl  of  Devon  by  letters  patent  of  the 

9BT0N  rnsAOB  .J  ^ 

CLAIM.  «<  first  of  Mary,  to  hold  *  sibi  et  heredibus  suis 


"  should  not  be  prejudicial  to  him  nor  to  hia  heirs  for  the  cor^ 
<*  ruption  of  his  blood ;  but  that  the  several  attainders,  and 
'*  either  of  thenii  be  against  him  and  his  heirs,  for  the  comip- 
"  tion  of  blood  only,  utterly  void  and  of  none  effect."  Not 
long  after  this  act  passed,  the  Earl,  having  incurred  the  Queen's 
displeasure,  was  induced  to  go  abroad,  and  died  at  Padua,  on 
the  18th  September,  S  &  4  Ph.&  M.  1556,  without  issue.*  The 
descendants  of  his  great  great  aunts  (Isabel  Moliun,  Maud  Arun- 
del, Elizabeth  Trethurffe,  and  Florence  Trelawney),  sisters  of 
his  great  grandfather  Edward  Earl  of  Devon,  were  found  to  be 
bis  heirs  * ;  but  his  hnr  male  was 

Sir  William  Courtenay  of  Potoderham.  —  Sir  William 
CouRTENAT  of  Powdcrham ;  namely,  son  and  heir  of  Gborge 
Courtenay,  who  died  vita  patris;  eldest  son  of  Sir  Wil- 
liam Courtenay,  who  died  in  1535  f  ;  son  and  heir  of  Sir 
William  Courtenay,  who  died  in  1512  j:;  eldest  son  of  Sir 
William  Courtenay,  who  was  dead  in  1485  § ;  son  and 
heir  of  Sir  Philip  Courtenay,  who  died  in  1468  H  ;  nephew 
and  heir  of  Richard  Courtenay,  Bishop  of  Norwich,  who 
died  in  1415  %  (viz.  son  and  heir  of  Sir  John  Courtenay, 
next  brother  of  the  said  Bishop  of  Norwich  f );  eldest  son  of 
Sir  Philip  Courtenay,  of  Powderham  and  of  Bickleigh,  in 
Devonshire,  who  died  in  1406  **,  the  fifth  son  of  Hugh  Cour- 
tenay, second  Earl  of  Devon,  by  Margaret  de  Bohun>  grand- 
daughter of  King  Edward  the  Firstf  f . 

Sir  William  Courtenay  of  Powderham,  who  thus  be-r 
became  the  heir  male  of  Edward  Earl  of  Devon,  became  also* 
pn  the  demise  of  that  nobleman,  heir  male  of  the  body  of 
Hugh,  second  Earl  of  Devon,  and  of  Elizabeth,  the  grand« 

*  loq.  Post  Mortem,  4  &  5  Ph.  &  M. 

f  Inq.  Post  Mortem,  28  Hen.  VIII. 

i  Will  of  the  said  Sir  William,  and  Letters  Pfetent,  4  Hen.  VIII. 

$  Letters  Patent,  1  Hen.  VII.  (|   £sc^.  sEdw.  IV.   No.  29. 

t  Esch.  S  Hen.  V.  No.  49.  and  S  Hen.  VI.  No.  37. 

••  Esch.  7  Hen.  IV.  No.  51.  ft  Esch.  51  Edw.  IIL  No.  G. 
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^<  mascuUs    imperpetuum,'   as    set    forth  in  tliis       1831. 
"  Report. 

**  Whether  under  that  patent  the  claimant  can 
<<  establish  a  title  to  the  dignity  of  Earl  of  Devon, 


tUKfOUt  TBUkAlOm 


daughter  of  King  Edward  the  First.     He  died  on  the  29th  of 
September,  1557  *»  leaving  his  son  and  heir, 

Sir  WilUam  Courtenay. —  Sib  William  Courtenat  of 
Powderham,  an  infant  only  four  years  of  age  *•  He  died  in 
l6S0f  y  and  was  succeeded  by  his  second  but  eldest  surviving 
son, 

Francis  Courtenay^  Esq. — Francis  Courtrnay  of  Pow- 
derham,  Esq.  f,  who  died  in  1638  ^,  leaving 

Sir  WilUam  Courtenay.^^SiB.  William  Courtbkat  of 
Powderham,  his  son  and  heir^«  He  was  created  a  Baronet  of 
Great  Britain,  and  dying  in  August  1702,  was  succeeded  by 
his  grandson  and  heir. 

Sir  William  Courlenay.  —  Sir  William  Smyth  Cour- 
TENAY,  the  second  Baronet  (eldest  son  of  Francis  Cour- 
TENAY,  Esq.,  who  died,  in  vita  patrisj  in  1699).  Sir  William 
died  in  October  1736,  leaving 

William^  First  Viscount  Courtenay. — Sir  William  Cour* 
TENAY,  the  third  Baronet,  his  son  and  heir.  He  was  created 
Viscount  Cqurtenay  of  Powderham  Castle,  with  remainder 
to  the  heirs  male  of  his  body  lawfully  begotten,  by  patent,  6th 
May  1762.  Dying  on  the  16th  of  the  same  month,  he  was  suc- 
ceeded by  his  eldest  son, 

William^  Second  Viscount  Courienay. — William,  second 
Viscount  Courtenay,  and  fourth  Baronet,  who  died  on  the 
14th  December,  1788,  and  was  succeeded  by  his  son  and  heir, 

William,  Present  and  Third  Viscount  Courtenay. '^William, 
the  present  and  third  Viscount  Courtenay,  and  fiflh  Baronet, 
the  Claimant  of  the  Earldom  of  Devon,  as  heir  male  of 
Edward  Earl  of  Devon,  under  the  patent  of  the  1st  of  Queen 
Mary. 

*  Inq.  Post  Mortem,  2  Eliz.  f  Inq*  Post  Mortem,  10  Oar,  h 

t  Inq,  Pott  Mortem,  14  Car.  I. 

R    3 
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18S1.       €€  is  a  question  of  very  grave  consideration,  and, 
DBvoTfmloi  "  ^  ^^^  ^^  ^  ^^  informed,  has  not  received  any 


CLAW.  u  precise  determination ;  on  which  account  I 
<<  humbly  submit  to  your  Majesty,  that  the  claim 
"  ought  to  be  referred  to  the  consideration  and 
**  report  of  the  House  of  Peers,  if  your  Majesty  in 
"  your  wisdom  should  think  fit  so  to  do." 

The  King,  being  subsequently  moved  upon  the 
petition  of  Viscount  Courtenay,  was  pleased  to 
refer  the  same,  together  with  the  report  of  the 
Attorney-General  thereunto  annexed,  to  the  Right 
Honourable  the  House  of  Peers,  to  examine  the 
allegations  thereof)  as  to  what  related  to  the  peti- 
tioner's title  therein  mentioned,  and  to  inform  his 
Majesty  how  the  same  might  appear  to  their  lord- 
ships. 

The  House  of  Lords  referred  the  consideration 
of  the  same  to  a  committee  of  privileges. 

The  committee  to  which  the  petition  of  Vis- 
count Courtenay  was  referred,  met  on  Thursday, 
the  17th  of  February,  1831,  when  the  order  of  re- 
ference, the  claimant's  petition,  and  the  Attorney- 
General's  report,  were  read. 

Mr.  Pejn/s  and  Mr.  Nicolas  appeared  as  coun- 
sel for  the  claimant,  and  the  Attorney -General  on 
behalf  of  the  crown. 

Mr.  Peptfs. — I  have  the  honour  of  attending  on  behalf 
of  Viscount  Courtenay,  in  support  of  his  claim  to  the 
dignity  of  Earl  of  Devon,  which  was  conferred  upon  Sir 
Edward  Courtenay,  in  the  first  year  of  the  reign  of  Queen 
Mary,  155S,  with  this  very  peculiar  limitation,  to  him  «  et 
heredibus  suis  masculis  imperpetmm ,-"  and  in  the  clause  by 
which  the  precedency  of  the  former  Earls  of  Devon  is 
given  to  him  and  his  successors  in  the  dignity,  the  same 
words  are  used,  «  et  heredes  m  masculi  kabeant,"  &c. 
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In  order  that  the  obvious  intention  and  object  of  the  1831, 
crown  in  granting  to  that  individual  the  dignity  in  the 
peculiar  words  which  are  here  used  may  be  perceived,  I 
must  call  your  Lordships'  attention  to  the  pedigree.  At 
the  head  is  Hugh  Courtenayi  who  was  allowed  the  earl- 
dom of  Devon  in  the  ninth  year  'of  King  Edward  the 
Third.  The  earldom  was  enjoyed  by  the  heirs  male  of 
the  body  of  the  grantee  for  six  generations,  and  was  vested 
in  Thomas  Courtenay,  the  sixth  Earl  of  Devon  (No.  6.  in 
the  pedigree),  who  was  attainted  in  the  first  of  Edward  the 
Fourth,  when  his  estates,  as  well  as  his  honours,  became 
forfeited  to  the  crown.  In  the  first  of  Henry  the  Seventh, 
1485,  Sir  Edward  Courtenay  (No.  12.  in  the  pedigree), 
who  was  then  the  heir  male  of  Thomas,  the  sixth  Earl  of 
Devon,  but  not  his  heir  general,  was  created  Earl  of  Devon 
to  him  and  the  heirs  male  of  his  body,  and  obtained  from 
the  crown  a  grant  of  great  part  of  the  lands  of  the  former 
Earls  of  Devon,  which  had  become  forfeited  by  the  attain- 
der of  the  sixth  Earl  in  14*61.  It  is  obvious,  therefore, 
that  the  crown,  intending  to  restore  to  him  the  dignity  of 
his  ancestors,  and  at  the  same  time  to  bestow  upon  him  its 
ancient  possessions,  could  not  have  effected  that  object  by 
reversing  the  attainder,  because  tliat  measure  would  have 
opened  the  claim  of  the  heirs  general  to  the  lands. 

The  patent  under  which  that  title  was  conferred  is  also 
very  important,  because  it  shows  the  motives  of  the  crown 
in  thus  favouring  Sir  Edward  Courtenay.  Those  motives 
are  fully  recited  in  that  instrument,  where  it  is  stated  that 
he  was  a  descendant  of  Hugh,  formerly  Earl  of  Devoq, 
and  of  Margaret  his  wife,  the  grand-daughter  of  King 
Edward  the  First,  and  that  he  was  then  the  heir  male  of 
the  said  Hugh.  This  was  the  second  creation  of  the  earl- 
dom of  Devon  in  the  Courtenay  family- 

In  the  3rd  of  Henry  VIII.  there  was  a  third  creation  of 
the  earldom  in  that  family,  which  became  necessary  on  ac« 
count  of  the  attainder  of  Sir  William  Courtenay  (No.  IS. 
in  the  pedigree),  during  the  life  of  his  father,  Edward  Earl 
of  Devon,  which  prevented  his  succeeding  under  his 
Cither's  patent.     That  person  was  created  Earl  of  Devon 
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18S1.  to  him  and  the  heirs  male  of  his  bodyi  he  having,  as  tlie 
patent  recites,  married  the  King's  aunt,  and  being  the  heir 
male  of  Hugh  Earl  of  Devon,  and  Margaret  hb  wife,  the 
grand-daughter  of  King  Edward  the  First. 

His  son,  Henry  Courtenay,  succeeded  as  Earl  of  Devon ; 
and  having  obtained  the  reversal  of  the  attainder  of  his 
father,  he  succeeded  also  to  the  Earldom  of  Devon,  in  the 
Ist  Henry  VII. 

We  now  come  to  the  person  in  whom  the  dignity  which 
we  claim  was  created,  namely.  Sir  Edward  Courtenay,  who 
was  created  Earl  of  Devon  by  patent  dated  Srd  September, 
in  the  first  year  of  Mary,  1553,  to  hold  to  him  *'  H  here-- 
*'  dibm  suis  masculis  in  perpeiuum"  I  have  called  atten- 
tion to  the  preceding  patents,  and  to  that  which  is  recited 
in  those  patents,  as  well  as  to  the  close  connection  which 
existed  between  this  noble  family  ai^  the  crown,  com- 
mencing with  the  marriage  of  Hugh  Earl  of  Devon  with 
the  grand-daughter  of  King  Edward  the  Firs^  and  more 
especially  to  the  marriage  of  the  grandfather  of  the  grantee 
to  the  daughter  and  co-heir^ss  of  King  Edward  the  Fourth, 
and  sister  of  the  Queen  Consort  of  England,  because  we 
find  throughout  that  these  circumstances  are  recited  in  the 
patents  as  being  the  ground  and  foundation  of  the  special 
favours  shown  by  the  crown  to  the  several  members  of  the 
Courtenay  family. 

Henry  Courtenay,  Earl  of  Devon,  was  attainted  in 
the  31st  of  Henry  the  Eighth,  but  that  attainder  was 
so  far  reversed  as  to  remove  any  impediment  to  claim- 
ing through  him ;  his  son  and  heir  having  been  restored 
in  blood  by  act  of  parliament.  Before  referring  again 
to  the  patent,  I  will  notice  the  state  of  that  branch  of  the 
family  from  which  the  present  claimant  descends.  Sir 
Edward  Courtenay,  who  was  created  Earl  of  Devon  in 
1553,  though  once  the  favourite  of  the  crown,  fell  under 
the  displeasure  of  his  sovereign,  and  died  abroad,  without 
issue,  in  the  year  1556. 

On  turning  to  No.  27.  in  the  pedigree,  being  in  the  line 
of  the  present  claimant,  it  will  be  found  that,  in  the  year 
1556,  a  Sir  William  Courtenay  of  Powderham  was  the 
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heir  male  of  the  Earl  of  Devon,  and  was  therefore  the  in-  183K 
diTidual  who,  according  to  the  construction  which  the  ^^^y^^ 
claimant  puts  upon  the  patent,  was  entitled  to  claim  the  "*^°^!!^*^''* 
tide  which  had  been  conferred  upon  Sir  Edward  Cuurte- 
nay;  but  he  died  in  the  very  next  year,  1557,  after  the 
decease  of  the  Earl,  leaving  his  soti,  who  then  became  en- 
titled to  the  dignity,  an  infant  of  only  three  years  of  age. 
I  press  these  facts,  because  they  very  satisfactorily,  as  I 
apprehend,  explain  how  it  happened  that  the  claim  to  this 
title  was  not  made  when  the  right  to  it  accrued ;  namely, 
upon  the  death  of  Sir  Edward  Courtenay  the  grantee.  It 
might  have  happened  also,  that  the  Courtenays  of  Pow* 
derham,  being  a  collateral  branch  of  the  family  of  the  last 
Ekirl,  (though,  like  him,  descended  from  Hugh  Courtenay, 
the  first  E^rl  of  Devon,)  might  not  have  known  the  bene- 
fits which  that  patent  conferred  upon  them ;  though,  as  I 
have  already  observed,  the  situation  of  the  family  suffi- 
ciently accounts  for  no  claim  having  been  made  immedi<« 
ately  after  the  demise  of  the  grantee  of  the  patent  of  1 553 ; 
and  if  the  attention  of  the  parties  was  not  called  to  the 
subject  at  the  time^  it  is  not  to  be  wondered  at,  that,  after 
the  termination  of  a  long  minority,  it  should  have  been 
lost  sight  of. 

The  history  of  the  family,  and  of  their  prior  dignities, 
having  been  stated,  the  case  is  brought  into  that  state  which 
shows  what  was  likely  to  be  the  motive  and  object  of  the 
crown  in  conferring  a  new  grant  of  the  earldom  of  Devon 
upon  Sir  Edward  Courtenay.  The  patent,  after  reciting 
generally  the  object  of  the  crown  in  creating  this  dignity, 
proceeds  in  these  terms:  ^  Considerantes  itaque  generis 
*'  nbbilitatem  et  precipue  nobis  in  sanguine  propinquitatem 
**  probatissimi  viri  amantissimiconsanguinei  nostri  Edwardi 
'*  Courtenay,"  it  grants  the  dignity  of  Earl  of  Devon,  *^  cum 
''  omnibus  et  singulis  preeminenciis  honoribus  et  ceteris 
*<  quibuscunque  hujusmodi  statui  comitis  Devonie  pertinen- 
^  tibus  sive  spectantibus,"  &c.  "  Habendum  et  tenendum  . 
'*  nomen  statum  stilum  titulum  honorem  et  dignitatem  comitis 
"  Devonie  predicte  cum  omnibus  et  singulis  preeminenciis 
**  honoribus  et  ceteris  quibuscunque  hujusmodi  statuicomitis 
<<  Devonie  pertinentibus  sive  3pectantibus  prefato  Edwardo 
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18S1.  *^  ei  heredibm  suis  masadis  imperpehmm,  £t  ulteriQS  de 
^*  uberiori  gratia  nostra  volumus  et  per  presentes  concedi* 
**  mus  prefato  nunc  comiti  quod  idem  comes  et  heredes  sui 
**  masculi  habeant  teneant  gaudeant  et  possideant  tarn  in 
'<  omnibus  et  singulis  parliamentis  liostris  imposterum 
*'  tenendis  quam  in  omnibus  et  singulis  aliis  locis  quibus- 
**  cunque  tales  et  hujusmodi  preeminenciam  dignitatem 
*<  statum  honorem  et  loca  in  omnibus  quales  aliquis  ante- 
*^  cessontm  dicti  nunc  comilis  arUehac  comes  Deoonie  existens 
**  habuit  ienuit  out  gavisusjuii"  There  is  here,  though 
not  in  express  words,  a-reference  to  the  Hugh  Courtenay, 
Earl  of  Devon,  whom  we  find  in  all  the  preceding  pa- 
tents,— a  reference  which  cannot,  by  possibility,  apply  to 
any  other  person,  for  the  patent  refers  to  all  the  advantages 
that  belonged  to  the  ancestors  of  the  individual  created 
Earl  of  Devon,  namely,  Hugh  Courtenay,  and  those  who 
claimed  from  him;  and  showing  that  the  object  of  the 
crown  in  restoring  the  heir  male  of  the  said  Hugh  Cour- 
tenay was  to  confer,  as  far  as  it  could,  upon  him  and  bis 
family,  those  advantages,  those  privileges,  and  those 
honours  which  his  and  their  ancestors,  the  preceding 
Ekirls  of  Devon,  had  enjoyed. 

Sir  Edward  Courtenay,  the  grantee,  bad  no  children : 
if,  therefore,  the  object  of  the  crown  had  been  merely,  in 
the  ordinary  way,  to  ennoble  an  individual  and  the  heirs 
male  of  his  body,  that  object  would  doubtless  have  been 
efiected  by  limiting  the  dignity  in  the  usual  manner,  by 
the  words  which  are  always  used  for  that  purpose :  but  if 
the  intention  was  to  restore  to  the  family  the  dignity  which 
it  had  before  enjoyed,  and  to  perpetuate  it  in  the  heirs  mak, 
the  mode  of  effecting  it  could  only  have  been  by  granting 
the  title  of  ELarl  of  Devon,  with  a  limitation  which  would 
include  other  descendants  of  Hugh  Courtenay,  the  first 
Earl  of  Devon,  namely,  the  next  heir  male  collateral  of  the 
grantee.  In  the  preceding  patent,  and  in  tlie  prior  history 
of  the  family,  the  motives  of  the  crown  are  therefore  clearly 
established;  and  those  motives  and  intentions  are  recognised 
in  the  very  instrument  under  which  the  present  Petitioner 
claims;  for  the  connection  between  the  grantee  and  the 
former  Earls  of  Devon  is  expressly  alluded  to,  and  to  him 
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and  his  successors  in  the  title  are  granted  the  same  privi-        1831. 
leges  and  precedency  as  those  earls  enjoyed.     The  dignity      ^<^v^^ 
and  precedency  thus  granted  were,  therefore,  intended  to  ""^c*  ImT^"^ 
be  bestowed  upon  the  heirs  male  of  the  ancient  Earls  of 
Devon,  of  the  Courtenay  family ;  and  as  that  object  could 
only  be  attained,  by  doing  more  than  is  ordinarily  done  in 
peerages  (which  are  usually  limited  to  an  individual  and 
the  heirs  male  of  his  body),  namely,  by  letting  in  the 
coUiUeral  branches  of  the  grantee,  the  only  question  is, 
whether  the  terms  used  in  the  instrument  have  that  effect? 

That  there  could  be  no  mbapprehension  in  using  the 
words  of  limitation  which  occur  in  this  patent,-— that  the 
use  of  terms,  varying  from,  the  ordinary  ones  by  which 
peerages  are  granted,  could  not  have  been  the  effect  of 
accident, — is,  I  apprehend,  clear  from  the  context:  and  it 
would  be  contrary  to  all  legal  principles  to  speculate  on 
the  possibility  of  their  having  been  accidentally  introduced. 
The  history  of  the  Courtenay  family  down  to  that  time 
tends  to  show  that  this  limitation,  so  far  from  being  acci- 
dental, was  purposely  granted;  that  there  was,  in  fact,  a 
strong  motive  for  granting  it,  which  is  expressed  in  other 
parts  of  the  instrument;  and  the  design  is  carried  into 
effect  by  the  terms  whicb  are  used. 

To  show  that  the  words  under  which  the  Petitioner  - 
claims  were  not  accidentally  used,  we  have  also  the  Privy 
Seal  Bill  in  precisely  the  same  terms  as  the  patent.  Nor 
is  it  once  only  that  these  terms  occur  in  the  patent,  for  the 
limitation  is  to  Edward  Courtenay  and  his  heirs  male  for 
ever;  and  when  alluding  to  the  individuals  who  are  to 
benefit  by  the  grant,  the  same  terms  are  again  used ;  for  it 
is  said  that  the  grantee,  **  et  heredes  sui  mascuLi  imperpe^ 
Uwmi*  shall  have  the  same  precedency  as  the  former  Earls 
of  Devon. 

The  Loud  Chancellor.  —  There  is  no  doubt  the  same 
words  may  be  diffisrently  understood  as  to  an  honour  and 
another  tenement,  an  honour  being  a  tenement ;  but  here 
you  have  in  this  grant  the  "  heredes  predicti,"  that  is» 
"  masculi  imperpetuum,"  without  any  words  of  limitation, 
without  any  reference  to  the  word  heirs  general,  including 
collaterals ;  and  we  have  this  repeated,   **  beredibus  suis 
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18S  L  '*  predictis/'  in  respect  of  the  grant  of  money  made  for  sas« 
tentation  of  the  honour  conferred  by  the  patent.  The 
crown  gives  a  perpetual  grant  of  202.  of  lawful  money  of 
England,  to  be  taken  out  of  the  revenue  of  customs;  and 
the  perception  of  that  annuity  is  vested  in  the  '*  heredes 
^  sui  predict!."  Now,  according  to  that  argument,  will 
not  that  sever  the  honour  from  the  annuity  granted  to 
sustain  the  dignity  ?  I  do  not  ask  you  to  deal  with  that 
now :  but  as  there  is  no  mention  of  any  perception  of  the 
annuity  in  the  case^  on  the  extinction  of  the  issue  male  of 
the  body,  by  the  heirs  male  general,  I  would  direct  your 
attention  to  that  point  before  you  close  your  argument,  as 
it  may  throw  some  light  on  the  subject. 

Mr.  Peptfs, — Your  Lordship  will  permit  me  to  observe, 
in  answer  to  this  question,  that  this  is  not  a  grant  of  land ; 
it  b  a  direction  to  pay  an  annuity  out  of  part  of  the  revenue 
of  the  crown ;  and  I  believe  it  will  be  found,  that  in  most 
of  the  ancient  patents  of  peerages  there  is  a  grant  of  an 
annuity  out  of  those  revenues  for  the  support  of  the  dignity. 
How  far  the  crown  may  or  may  not  have  a  right  so  to  deal 
with  its  revenues  may  be  a  question ;  but  I  apprehend  that 
these  grants  do^not  necessarily  fall  within  the  rules  of  law 
which  relate  to  landJ^  Whoever  may  possess  the  title 
(provided  the  crown  has  the  power  of  so  disposing  of  its 
revenues)  would  be  the  person  entitled  to  claim  the  annuity. 
If  it  had  been  a  grant  of  land,  the  case  would  undoubtedly 
fall  within  the  rule,  that  a  grant  of  lands  to  a  man  and  his 
heirs  male  by  the  crown  is  void.  This  rule,  however, 
stands  upon  one  decision  only  \  and  in  the  course  of  my 
argument  I  shall  have  to  call  your  Lordships'  attention 
particularly  to  that  subject.  This  grant  is  of  money,  which 
did  not  come  in  any  way  from  lands :  it  savours  nothing  of 
the  realty,  but  was  to  be  paid  out  of  the  petty  customs  of 
the  port  of  London :  and  assuming  that  the  crown  had  a 
right  so  to  dispose  of  its  revenues,  I  apprehend  it  might 
grant  it  in  any  manner  it  thought  proper,  and  might  select 
the  individuals  who  should  enjoy  it. 

*  A  grant  of  an  annuity  to  A.  and  the  heirs  of  his  body, 
creates  a  fee  conditional,  which  is  not  within  the  statute  de 
Donu,  Co.  Litt.  20  a. 
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Sach  being  the  terms  of  the  patent,  and  the  motiye  and        18S1. 
intention  of  the  crown  being  perfectly  clear,  there  is  no      ^^v^^ 
reason  whatever  to  infer  that  these  words  were  accidentally  **^*  »«»Aa« 
used*     It  is,  on  the  contrary,  manifest,  that  they  were  stu- 
diously and  advisedly  employed ;  that  they  faU  in  with  the 
obvious  intention,  not  only  of  the  sovereign  by  whom  that 
patent  was^  granted,  but  of  two  preceding  monarchs ;  that 
it  was  the  deliberate  design  of  King  Henry  the  Seventh 
and  King  Henry  the  Eighth,  as  well  as  of  Queen  Mary, 
to  restore  the  heir  male  of  the  body  of  Hugh  Conrtenay, 
the  second  Earl  of  Devon,  to  the  Earldom  of  Efevon. 
This  object  could  not  be  attained  by  giving  Sir  Edward 
Courtenay  that  title,  with  a  limitation  to  his  children  only, 
for  he  was  then  unmarried ;  but  it  would  be  immediately 
and  satisfactorily  secured  by  granting  him  the  earldom, 
with  a  remainder  to  his  *^  heirs  mcHe^^  collateral  as  well  as 
lineal  $  for  this  would  include  all  the  male  descendants  of 
Hugh  Courtenay,  the  second  Earl  of  Devon.     The  inten- 
tion of  the  crown  is,  I  submit,  fully  manifested  by  the 
patent  itself;  and  we  come  simply  to  enquire  whether  the 
crown  has  the  power  to  grant  a  dignity  to  a  man  and  his 
heirs  male  collateral.     If  the  crown  has  that  power,  the 
only  point  for  consideration  is,  Are  the  words  used  in  this 
patent  sufficient  to  carry  that  object  into  effect?     If  they 
are,  is  not  the  construction  contended  for  by  the  claimant, 
the  technical  and  proper  meaning  of  these  words?     With 
regard  to  the  power  of  the  crown,  I  do  not  apprehend  any 
question  can  be  raised.     No  writer  has  endeavoured  to 
limit  the  right  of  the  crown  to  grant  a  dignity,  with  any 
remainder  it  might  think  proper.     If  that  right  be  limited, 
we  should  find  the  limits  somewhere  prescribed.     In  some 
book,  or  in  some  decision  of  this  house,  we  should  surely 
find  what  those  limits  were,  and  some  reason  alleged  why 
the  power  of  the  crown  was  so  limited. 

Tifer  Lord  Chancellor. — Allow  me  (I  do  not  mean  to 
express  the  slightest  opinion  on  the  subject)  to  call  your 
attention  again  to  the  point  I  have  before  adverted  to ;  for 
it  does  not  appear  to  have  attracted  the  attention  of  the 
learned  persons  who  have  drawn  this  case.  There  is  no 
mention  of  the  perception  of  this  annuity.     What  you  say 
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18S1.  in  respect  of  land  is  very  well  worth  considering;  but 
there  is  another  point  which  I  hope* you  will  attend  to 
before  you  finish  your  argument  What  sort  of  estate 
was  created  in  this  annuity  ?  A  species  of  charge  on  the 
customs ;  a  payment  in  money  which  the  law  recognises, 
would  clearly  be  a  different  estate  from  that  in  land.  Is  it 
to  be  incident  to  tlie  real  estate  ?  It  is  clearlyi  if  in  money, 
a  somewhat  different- estate  from  land. 

Ijord  Wynfard. — There  are  a  great  number  of  grants  of 
from  ten  to  twenty  pounds  a  year  for  the  maintenance  of 
peerages  in  ancient  times.* 

Mr.  Pepys.  —  The  only  argument  which  could  be 
founded  upon  the  grant  of  the  annuity  would  bc^  a  sup- 
posed inconsistency  between  the  construction  we  attribute 
to  the  grant  of  the  title,  and  the  manner  in  which  the  an- 
nuity would  be  enjoyed.  If  the  rules  of  law  permit  the 
crown  to  attach  such  an  annuity  to  the  title  granted,  there 
is  no  inconsistency  in  intention  or  in  effect ;  and  if  the 
rules  of  law  do  not  permit  it,  there  is  still  no  inconsistency 
in  intention,  which  is  the  point  in  discussion;  for  it  is 
clear  that  the  crown  intended  so  to  attach  the  annuity  to 
the  title.  The  annuity  is  a  mere  chattel ;  the  parties  do  not 
take  by  inheritance,  but  by  designation.  I  shall  hereafter 
refer  your  Lordships  to  the  authority  of  Lord  Cokef,  who, 
adverting  to  the  only  decision  %  which  exbts,  that  a  grant 
of  land  by  the  King  to  a  man  and  his  heirs  male,  is  void, 
states  expressly,  that  this  rule  of  law  is  confined  to  land; 
and  adds,  in  corroboration  of  his  dictum,  that  the  rule  is 
confined  to  lands^  that  a  grant  by  the  King  of  armorial 
bearings  to  a  man  and  his  heirs  male,  is  good,  and  shall 
descend  accordingly.  It  is  therefore  bad  with  regard  to 
land  only ;  and  the  reason  for  this  decision  is  presumed  to 
be,  that  the  King  has  no  right  to  introduce  a  new  inherit- 

•  See  the  Harleian  MSS.  5834.  f.  31.  in  the  British  Museum. 
Sudley,  20  Hen.  VI.  Egremont,  28  Hen.  VI.  Scrope,  Earl  of 
WilUhire,  21  Ric.  H.  and  the  dictum  in  Oliver  v.  Emsonne, 
Dyer,  2.  a. 

t  Co.  Litt.  27.  a. 

t  The  case  of  Lovell,  in  the  18  Hen.  VIII.  Br.  Cases, 
12mo.  1578. 
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able  quality  of  land,  certain  interests  only  in  land  being        18S1. 
known  to  the  law ;  namely,  estates   iu   fee   simple,  and       ^*^v^ 
estates  in  tail ;  and  therefore,  as  a  grant  to  "  heirs  male"  "*^°^J5||^*'* 
cannot  operate  according  to  the  grant  (the  King  not  being 
able  to  say  that  land  shall  descend  from  heir  collateral  to 
heir  collateral),  and  as  the  grant  cannot  be  taken  beyond 
that  which  the  terms  import,  Lord  Coke  lays  it  down,  that 
the  gift  is  void,  because  it  cannot  be  carried  into  effect  in 
the  terms  in  which  the  gift  is  comprised.     He  confines  this 
principle,  however,  expressly  to  lands  and  tenements*     I 
apprehend  your  Lordships  will  find  that  circumstance  ex- 
emplified, when  I  discuss  that  point  of  law,  which  I  feel  to 
be  important  in  almost  every  view  that  can  be  taken  of  this 
case.     I  contend,  that  the  rule  clearly  establishes  that  the 
words  of  the  gift  being  free  from  doubt,  such  a  gift  is  bad, 
not  because  there  is  any  ambiguity  as  to  what  the  words 
import,— -not  because  there  is  any  difficulty  in  ascertain- 
ing what  is  the  legal  effect  of  the  words  **  heirs  male," 
but  because  they  mean  heirs  male  collateral ;  and  because 
they  mean  heirs  male  collateral,  a  gift  of  the  crown  of 
lands  cannot  take  effect. 

I  must  now  revert  tp  the  question,  Whether  the  crown 
has  the  power  to  grant  a  peerage  to  a  man  and  his  heirs 
male  ?  In  old  grants  of  titles,  every  possible  limitation  is 
introduced  ;  and  it  appears  that  there  is  scarcely  any  mode 
in  which  a  title  can  be  granted,  whether  to  heirs  male 
lineal  or  collateral,  or  any  other  estate,  which  do  not  occur 
in  them.  It  is  material,  in  this  part  of  the  case,  very  care- 
fully to  distinguish  between  the  rules  of  law  which  apply 
to  dignities,  and  the  rules  which  apply  to  land ;  for  it  is 
everywhere  stated,  that  the  rules  with  reference  to  the  de- 
scent of  land  have  no  application  to  titles  of  dignity.  In 
the  reports  of  your  Lordships'  committees  on  the  subject 
of  the  peerage,  this  principle  is  over  and  over  again  laid 
down,  and  reasons  of  the  most  conclusive  nature  are  stated 
for  that  opinion*.     In  one  of  those  reports  it  is  stated,  that 

*  See  the  Reports  of  the  Lords'  Committees  on  the  Dignity 
of  a  Peer  of  the  Realm.  Third  Report,  pp.  17-  20.  32,  SS. 
86—49.  52.  189.    Fourth  Report,  pp.  8,  9. 14-^16.  22, 23. 62. 
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18dl.  nothing  can  be  more  wild  than  to,  attribute  to  tfie  roles  of 
*^  '  ^'  descent  of  titles  any  thing  like  the  rules  which  apply  to 
01.4111.  landsy  which  are  in  themselves  totally  and  entirely  distinct. 
The  learned  authors  of  that  report  state,  with  reference  to 
land,  that  the  fee  simple  exists  somewhere ;  the  rules  of 
law  are  to  regulate  the  descent  in  the  mode  in  which  the 
fee  simple  of  the  estate  is  carved  out :  it  is  either  in  the 
grantee  or  those  who  claim  through  him ;  or,  if  not  dis» 
posed  o^  it  remains  in  the  grantor  by  law.  The  principle 
of  law — the  law  of  all  landed  property — assumes  that  the 
fee  must  exist  somewhere;  and  the  question  is  with  respect 
to  the  different  interests  carved  out  of  that  fee.  Then 
there  are  remainders  and  reversions,  and  all  the  technical 
rules  which  affect  both  the  one  and  the  other.  But  in  the 
case  of  a  title,  there  is  no  fee  anywhere. 

The  hard  Ckancellor.-^li  is  created* 

j9fr.  Pepj/s, — So  much  as  the  crown  chooses  to  create  is 
created.  It  is  the  prerogative  of  the  crown ;  and  to  any 
extent  the  crown  pleases,  it  creates  that  new  interest* 
There  is  no  reversion  ;  and  it  is  also  laid  down  in  the  re* 
port  of  the  Lords'  committees,  that  if  the  crown  grants  to 
an  individual  any  estate  or  interest  in  a  dignity,  and,  upon 
the  failure  of  that  estate  or  interest,  grants  it  over  to  an- 
other, that  is  not  a  remainder.  In  the  case  of  laud,  that 
would  be  subject  to  all  the  rules  and  laws  relating  to  re- 
mainders ;  but  in  the  case  of  a  dignity  there  is  no  re« 
mainder* 

7%e  luord  Chancellor. — Except  a  barony  by  tenure.  If 
there  is  such  a  thing,  then  it  is  incident  to  the  realty. 

Mr.  Pepj^s.-^^That  would  be  a  peculiarity,  undoubtedly: 
it  would  be,  that  the  crown  had  thought  proper,  in  the 
erection  of  that  particular  dignity,  to  say  it  shall  descend 
according  to  the  law  regulating  lands. 

Where,  then,  is  there  any  similarity  between  the  one 
and  the  other  ?  The  property  in  land  is  alienable ;  it  may 
be  transferred;  but  there  is  no  such  power  with  reference  to 
a  dignity.  I  believe  I  also  may  state,  that  it  is  the  practice 
of  this  house,  that  if  there  be  a  title  given  to  an  indivi- 
dual for  a  certain  estate  and  interest,  and  then  a  remain- 
der, what,  in  case  of  land,  would  be  called  a  remainder 
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over,  that  upon  the  failure  of  the  first  estate,  the  individual  18iSl* 
entitled  in  remainder  comes  and  claims  his  seat  in  this 
house  as  a  new  grantee^  and  is  introduced  as  a  new  peer. 
It  is  not  that  be  comes  as  claiming  by  descent,  or  through 
the  individual  whose  estate  is  gone :  he  comes  as  a  new 
peer,  as  if  the  patent  was  granted  on  the  particular  day  on 
which  he  enters:  he  is  introduced  as  the  party  claiming 
the  benefit  of  the  bounty  of  the  crown  as  a  grant  to  him- 
self and  not  by  succession  to  the  individual  who  has  pre- 
ceded him. . 

It  woQld  be  endless  to  enumerate  any  considerable  por- 
tion of  the  great  variety  of  instances  tp  be  found  in*  the 
older  patents  of  peculiar  limitations.  It  is  suflScient  to  re* 
fer  to  a  few  of  them,  to  show  that  there  is  not,  in  point  of 
fact,  any  one  rule^  or  any  one  order,  which  has  at  any 
time  be^n  observed,  but  that  the  power  of  the  crown  has 
been  exercised  at  its  discretion ;  and  it  created  such  titles 
as  it  thought  fit,  without  reference  to  any  rule  which  regu- 
lates other  property:  but  that  the  sole  rule  which  regu- 
lates dignities  is  the  will  of  the  sovereign,  as  expressed  in 
the  patent,  which  will  has  always  been  recognised  and 
acted  upon. 

There  is  a  very  large  selection  of  instances  in  which  pe- 
culiar limitations  are  to  be  found  in  patents,  in  the  appen- 
dix to  a  pamphlet,  entitled  '^  A  Letter  to  the  Duke  of 
'^  Wellington  on  the  Propriety  and  Legality  of  creating 
*'  Peers  for  Life."  I  will  mention  only  a  few  of  them* 
There  are  instances  of  patents  for  life;  of  a  grant  for  life^ 
if  an  existing  peer  should  die  without  Issue ;  there  is  an 
estate  for  life  after  what  would  be  called,  if  it  were  land, 
Bfk  estate  tail ;  there  is  a  grant  for  another  person's  life,^  in 
the  case  of  the  Earl  of  Rudand,  in  the  13th  of  Richard 
the  Second.  It  is  obvious,  that  under  certain  circum- 
stances, that  would  be  open  to  very  whimsical  and  singular 
lesolts.  If,  for  instance,  the  cesUii  qui  vie  should  survive 
the  occupier ;  but  it  is  a  grant  to  a  son  for  his  father's  lifei 
it  is  an  instance  of  the  crown  assuming  to  do  what  the 
crown  thought  fit. 

The  Lord  Chancellor. — It  would  be  still  more  absurd  if 
the  death  of  the  cestui  qui  vie  preceded  that  of  the  grantee 
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18S1.        of  the  peerage,  for  a  man  not  to  know  whether  he  is  to 
remain  a  peer  or  not. 

ib&-«  Pepys. — The  more  whimsical  the  result,  the  more 
it  supports  my  argument.  It  is  open  to  every  species  of 
objection,  but  still  it  exists.  There  are  many  instances  of 
a  grant  to  a  grantee  and  the  heirs  which  he  may  have  -by  a 
particular  woman ;  and  others  to  a  grantee  and  his  younger 
issue,  to  the  exclusion  of  the  elder  ones ;  and  there  is  one 
of  a  grant  during  the  King's  pleasure,  in  the  instance  of 
the  Earl  of  March,  in  the  1 9th  of  Edward  the  Fourth. 

I  have  perhaps  been  combating  that  which,  I  appre- 
hend, cannot  enter  much  into  this  argument;  for  I  pre- 
sume that  it  will  not  be  contended  that  the  crown  cannot 
do  that  which  the  crown  has  done,  namely,  create  a  peerage 
with  limitations  that  could  not  exist  with  respect  to  lands. 
I  have  already  explained  the  reason  why  the  crown  cannot 
grant  lands  to  a  man  and  "his  heirs  male;''  but  Lord 
Coke  says,  that  rule  of  law  extends  only  to  lands  and  tene* 
ments ;  and  he  then  cites  an  instance  in  which  the  crown 
has  that  power  with  regard  to  a  subject  that  bears  the 
strongest  analogy  to  dignities ;  adding,  that  in  the  cases  in 
question,  that  of  armorial  ensigns,  a  limitation  to  **  heirs 
"  male"  is  valid,  and  includes  "  heirs  male  collateral"  of 
Uie  grantee.  This  is  very  important  authority,  not  only 
because  it  excludes  the  idea  of  the  power  of  the  crown 
being  confined  in  respect  of  dignities,  but  it  is  important 
in  reference  to  the  words  to  be  found  in  this  patent,  be- 
cause it  is  decided  and  recognbed  by  Lord  Coke,  that 
where  the  King  is  not  confined,  a  limitation  to  heirs  male 
will  convey  the  thing  granted  to  heirs  male  collateral. 

TTie  Lard  Chancellor* — Have  you,  or  Mr.  Nicolas,  ever 
had  occasion  to  look  into  a  very  learned  work,  called  "  The 
"  Law  of  Nobility  and  Peerage,  by  Mr.  Justice  Dod- 
^  dridge ;"  to  whom  another  very  learned  book,  known  by 
the  name  of  "  Sheppa^d's  Touchstone,"  is  very  often  as- 
cribed? Mr.  Justice  Doddridge  appears  to  have  eithet 
read  or  collected,  for  his  labours  exist  in  two  forms,  a  great 
many  authorities  upon  thes^  subjects.  A  copy  is  extant, 
with  notes  in  the  handwriting  of  Lord  Coke,  who  was 
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nairly  a  contempofary  of  his,  who  appears  to  have  set        1651. 
I^reat  value  on  it.     It  contains  curious  discussions  on  the 
aDcient  Uw  of  tenure  by  barony,  as  well  as  others. 

Mir.  Nicolas. — That  book  contains  the  arguments  used 
by  Mr.  Justice  Doddridge  in  the  Abergavenny  ease. 

Mr.  Pepys. — 1(  then,  it  appears  that  the  crown  clearly 
has  the  power  of  doing  that  which,  I  submit,  has  been 
done  by  this  patent,  and  if  we  find  that  the  words  used  are 
not  only  words  which,  in  their  ordinary  acceptation,  leave 
no  doubt  as  to  the  description  of  persons  who  were  to  suc- 
ceed, but  if  we  find  that  they  have  a  legal  technical  mean- 
ing which  is  recognized  in  law,  what  ground  can  there  be 
for  imputing  to  thb  instrument  any  other  import  than  that 
for  which  we  contend  ?  Every  one  knows  what  **  heirs 
**  male"  mean ;  no  one  can  assume  that  they  mean(  any 
thing  else  than  heirs  male  as  well  collateral  as  of  the  body : 
and  when  we  consider  that  the  law  of  descent  as  to  titles 
of  honour  has  no  reference  to  the  law  of  descent  as  to  fnee- 
bold,  a  most  important  distinction  arises  between  the  two 
cases,  because  we  find,  that,  but  for  the  powers  of  the 
crown  being  restrained  with  respect  to  land,  the  words 
would  have  the  same  meaning  as  I  impute  to  them  in  th^ 
present  patent. 

If  the  words  of  a  gift  of  land  by  the  crown  to  a  man 
and  his  *^  heirs  male"  do  not  mean  a  gifk  to  a  man  and  his 
heirs  male  collateral,  there  would  be  no  reason  why  the 
grant  should  not  take  effect.  If  they  meant  a  grant  to  a 
man  and  the  heirs  male  of  his  body,  the  grant  would  be 
good,  being  perfectly  consistent  with  the  law ;  but  it  would 
be  bod,  because  such  words  are  admitted  to  describe  heirs 
male  collateral  and  heirs  male  of  the  body.  If,  then,  tlie 
words  in  tliis  grant  are  taken  to  mean  **  heirs  male  col- 
**  lateral,"  and  therefore  cannot  take  effect  with  respect  to 
land,  that  is  a  decided  authority  in  my  favour,  because, 
when  I  find  the  authority,  which  states  that  a  grant  of  lands 
by  the  crown  to  a  man  and  his  ^  heirs  male  "  is  void,  ex- 
pressly confines  the  restraint  upon  the  power  of  the  crown 
to  lands  and  tenenients^  and  adds  that  it  does  not  apply  to 
any  other  subject,  I  use  it  as  an  authority  in  my  favour, 
and  for  thb  reason : — it  is  a  decision  as  to  the  legal  and 
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18S1*  technical  meaniog  of  these  words.  It  proves  that  such 
words  are  to  be  construed  as  creating  a  limitation  to  heirs 
male  collateral,  and  not  to  heirs  male  of  the  body.  It 
comes,  then,  to  this,  Has  not  the  crown  a  power  to  grant  a 
peerage  with  such  a  limitation  ?  The  authority  in  question 
decides,  that  the  crown,  having  that  power,  has  done  so. 
We  are  told,  that  a  grant  of  land  by  a  subject  to  a  man 
and  his  heirs  male  is  what? — A  fee:  and  because  it  is  a 
fee,  it  cannot  take  effect  precisely  in  the  terms  of  the  grant. 
It  is  an  attempt  to  introduce  a  new  descendible  quality  in 
land  by  a  subject,  and  stands  on  precisely  the  same  rule  as 
in  respect  of  the  crown; — neither  the  one  nor  the  other 
can  introduce  a. new  descendible  quality  in  land:  it  cannot 
operate,  therefore,  in  the  terms  of  the  grant.  Then  what 
does  it  mean  ?  It  means  an  estate  of  inheriti^nce ;  and  the 
rule  of  law  being,  that  a  grant  is  to  be  taken  most  strongly 
against  the  grantor,  it  is  made  descendible  to  the  heirs 
general  of  the  grantee.  Can  it  then  be  said,  that  in  a 
patent  of  peerage  these  words  mean  ^*  heirs  male  of  the 
'*  body,"  and  that  in  a  grant  of  land  they  mean  something 
diffefent,  namely,  heirs  male  general?  Certainly  not 
There  is  therefore  a  decided  authority  upon  those  two 
points,  when  they  occur  in  a  grant  by  the  crown,  and  when 
they  occur  in  a  grant  by  a  subject  In  the  one  case  it  is 
void,  because  it  does  not  mean  heirs  male  of  the  body ;  in 
the  other  <»se  it  is  construed  to  be  a  fee  simple,  not  because 
there  is  any  doubt  of  the  meaning  of  the  words,.but  because 
the  grant  cannot  be  carried  into  effect  according  to  the 
words.  There  can  be  no  doubt  in  the  mind  of  any  indi- 
vidual as  to  the  legal  import  of  the  words  *'  heirs  male," 
because  these  words  have  received  a  judicial  interpretation, 
that  a  grant  from  the  crown  of  lands  to  a  man  and  his 
heirs  male  is  not  to  be  construed  as  a  grant  to  a  man  and 
the  heirs  male,  or  heirs,  of  bis  body.  There  cannot  be  an 
estate  tail  without  somebody  being  ascertained  from  whom 
the  issue  is  to  descend.  It  is  not  a  fee ;  it  is  not  an  estate 
tail ;  but  it  is  an  estate  limited  to  a  man  and  his  heirs  male 
collateral. 

The  lAnrd  Chancellor^  —  That  is,  his  heirs  male  general. 
Mr.  Pepysn  —  Yes,  including  the  collaterals.      Now,  if 
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these  authorities  be  law,  about  which  there  can  be  no  18SK 
doubt,  I  draw  what  I  consider  an  unanswerable  conclusion 
with  respect  to  the  other  branch  of  the  case;  for  by  finding 
that,  in  the  instances  to  which  I  have  referred,  the  identi- 
cal words  of  this  patent  have  received  the  interpretation  for 
which  I  contend,  and  that  they  import  a  descendible  quality 
to  heirs  niale  general,  the  Claimant  must,  I  submit,  be 
considered  to  have  established  his  claim.  He  is  the  heir 
male  general  of  the  grantee.  He  takes  as  one  of  those 
mdividuals  whom  the  crown,  according  to  my  view  of  the 
patent,  intended  should  inherit  in  the  event  of  Sir  Edward 
Courtenay  (the  grantee)  not  leaving  issue  male ;  because  he 
is  the  heir  male  as  well  of  the  grantee  as  of  Hugh  Courte- 
nay, tlie  first  Earl  of  Devon,  whose  precedency  as  well  as 
tide  it  was  the  manifest  intention  of  no  less  than  three 
sovereigns  to  restore  to  the  heir  male  of  that  illustrious 
bmiiy.  This,  I  submit,  must  be  deemed  to  be  the  effect 
of  that  grant,  even  if  we  were  discussing  it  in  the  absence 
of  all  precedents  of  a  similar  nature.  It  is  true,  in  the 
grants  of  English  peerages,  instances  of  this  kind  are  very 
rare ;  and  most  of  these  are  to  be  found  in  the  early  periods 
of  our  'history.  I  believe  I  may  say,  there '  is  scarcely 
another  instance  in  which  a  claim  could  now  be  made 
under  such  a  limitation,  for  in  the  few  cases  in  which  there 
have  been  similar  grants,  the  succession  has  been  stopped 
by  the  attainder  of  the  individuals  created.  This,  too, 
would  have  been  the  situation  of  the  present  dignity,  were 
it  not  for  the  statute  of  Queen  Mary,  which  removes  the 
corruption  of  blood  of  the  father  of  the  grantee,  and  enables 
his  collateral  heirs  to  trace  their  pedigree  through  him. 
There  are,  however,  very  many  examples  in  Scotland,  and 
there  are  some  in  Ireland ;  the  latter  of  which  go  the  full 
length  of  the  doctrine  for  which  I  am  contending,  and  bear 
most  strongly  upon  the  present  case.  With  regard  to 
English  titles,  an  extremely  strong  instance  occurs  in  the 
case  of  the  Earldom  of  Wiltshire,  granted  in  the  21st  of 
Richard  the  Second.  It  appears,  by  the  Fifth  Report  of 
the  Lords  Committees  on  the  Dignity  of  a  Peer  of  the 
Realm,  that  in  one  day  eleven  peerages  were  created  by 
patent.     Of  those  eleven  pcrsoqs  Sir  William  Scrope  was 
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18SI*  one:  that  he  was  a  great  favourite  of  his  sovereign,  and 
that  he  enjoyed  all  that  the  crown  could  confer  upon  him, 
is  matter  of  history.  This  individual  had  no  child,  but  he 
bad  collateral  heirs  male,  namely,  his  brothers,  the  eldest 
t»f  whom  was  heir  to  a  barony ;  and,  as  in  our  case,  the 
individual  ennobled  had  no  son,  the  collateral  heirs  male 
were  obviously  intended  to  be  benefited  by  the  patent. 
Nine  of  those  eleven  creations  were  to  the  parties  ^*  et 
^*  heredibus  masculis  de  corpore,"  in  the  usual  terms. 
One,  the  Countess  of  Norfolk,  was  ^*  ad  totam  vitam 
^  suam,"  for  life.  But  Sir  William  Scrope  was  created 
Earl  of  Wiltshire  ^'  sibi  et  heredibus  suis  masculis  im- 
**  perpetuum/'  •  We  have  therefore  this  difference  of 
expression,  on  the  very  same  day,  in  these  patents.  Can 
it  be  supposed  that  this  patent  was  intended  to  have  the 
same  effect  as  the  others  ? 

The  Lord  Chancellor.  —  Read  the  whole  limitation  in 
each.  Is  it  ^^  sibi  et  hseredibus  suis  masculis  l^itime  pro* 
^^creandis  in  perpetuum?" 

Mr,  Pejgfs.  —  No,  my  lord ;  it  is  **  sibi  et  heredibus  suis 
^^  masculis  in  perpetuum ;"  the  others  being  "  et  heredibus 
^^  masculis  de  corpore." 

The  Lord  Chancellor.  —  That  could  not  be  an  oversight^ 
certainly. 

Mr.  Pepys*  —  The  whole  contents  vary;  and  here,  as 
in  the  present  instance,  we  have  the  motive  and  the  object. 
We  have,  on  the  very  same  day,  nine  instances  of  a  limit- 
ation ^*  to  the  heirs  male  of  the  body;"  but  with  respect  to 
the  individual  whom  the  crown  meant  most  to  favour,  and 
who  had  no  children,  the  limitation  is  to  him  and  his 
**  heirs  male  for  ever."  Here,  then,  is  an  instance  of  the 
exercise  of  the  power  of  the  crown  to  create  a  peerage  to  a 
man  and  his  ^^  heirs  male,"  as  early  as  the  reign  of  Richard 
the  Second.  Your  Lordships  will  naturally  ask  what  was 
the  history  of  this  title  ?  It  is  a  very  short  one.  The 
individual  was  executed  and  attainted  of  high  treason  two 
years  after  his  creation,  and  the  dignity  became  forfeited  to 

*  See  these  patents,  printed  at  length  in  the  Appendix  to 
the  Fifth  Peerage  Report. 
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the  crown.  We  have  here  a  precedent  of  a  creation  under  18S1« 
circumstances  which  cannot  be  questioned,  precisely  in  the 
same  words  as  those  in  the  patent  in  the  present  Claimant's 
case.  There  are  also  a  few  other  patents  in  the  same 
terms.  Sir  Thomas  Hoo  was  created  Buron  Hoo  and 
Hastings  in  the  26th  of  Henry  the  Sixth,  with  a  limitation 
**  habendum  sibi  et  heredibus  suis  masculis  in  perpetuum." 
Baron  Richmond  Grey  was  so  created  in  the  28th  of 
Henry  the  Sixth,  with  a  limitation  in  precisely  the  same 
terms,  *^sibi  et  hsredibus  suis  masculis  in  perpetuum;'^ 
and  there  is  also  the  case  of  Lord  Egremont,  in  the  same 
year,  in  which  the  limitation  is  **  habendum  nomen  statum, 
**  8cc.  sibi  et  hsredibus  suis  masculis  in  perpetuum."  In 
each  of  these  cases  the  grant  contains  precisely  the  same 
words;  and  there  appear  to  be  satisfactory  reasons  why 
we  are  not  enabled  to  trace  the  history  of  the  descent  of  the 
titles*  I  have  stated  that  the  grantee  of  the  earldom  of 
Wiltshire  was  attainted.  Lord  Richmond  Grey  wiis  also 
attainted.  The  creations  of  Lords  Hoo  and  Hastings,  and 
Egremont,  were  by  Henry  the  Sixth;  and  by  an  act 
passed  in  the  first  year  of  the  reign  of  Edward  the  Fourth, 
which  confirmed  the  titles  granted  by  that  monarch,  and 
by  Henry  the  Fourth  and  Fifth,  there  was  this  peculiar 
exception,  "  except  the  persons  and  every  of  them  whom 
"  Ye,  Sovereign  Lord,  repute  and  take  for  your  rebels  or 
"  enemies*  ;'*•  which,  in  fact,  gave  the  crown  power  to 
refuse  to  confirm  any  creation  by  the  House  of  Lancaster 
which  it  might  think  proper.  Those  who  had  been  the 
fieculiar  objects  of  Henry  the  Sixth's  bounty  were  likely 
to  be  considered  as  rebels  and  enemies  by  his  successor; 
and  many  of  them  actually  fell  under  the  displeasure  of  his 
successor,  and  were  attainted  ,by  the  first  parliament  of 
Edward  the  Fourth's  reign.  Moreover,  with  respect  to 
Lord  Egremont,  there  seems  to  have  been  a  doubt  who 
was  his  heir.  He  appears  to  have  been  the  third  son  of 
the  Earl  of  Northumberland ;  and  it  is  very  questionable 
whether  he  left  any  legitimate  son,  or  not.  If  he  did  leave 
a  legitimate  son,  that  son,  of  course,  would  have  inherited, 

•  Rot.  Pari.  V  p.  489. 
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IBSl.  unless  the  dignity  were  lost  by  the  refusal  of  the  King  to 
confirm  it  under  tlie  statut^  just  referred  to;  but  he  do^ 
not  appear  to  have  succeeded,  which  tends  to  confirm  the 
doubt  of  his  legitimacy.  If  Lord  Egremont  had  no  son, 
his  nephew,  the  Earl  of  Northumberland,  was  his  heir, 
who  was  attainted  in  the  first  of  Edward  the  Fourth :  but 
supposing  the  Earl  to  have  suciieeded  to  the  barony  of 
Sgremont,  it  would  be  extremely  diflSiiult  to  prove  the 
fact,  because  peers  rarely  assumed  the  title  of  an  infisrior 
dignity. 

Having  referred  to  instances  of  similar  grants  which 
have  existed  in  this  country,  I  will  call  your  Lordships' 
attention  to  some  of  the  many  which  occur  in  Scotland. 

The  Lord  ChafweUarm-^You  know  the  law  of  peerage  in 
Scotland  is  totally  difierent  A  peerage  is  there  dealt  with 
like  a  mere  estate.  You  may  surrender  a  title^  and  revert 
to  the  crown  for  a  regrant.  By  that  surrender  they  are 
extinguished.  I  should  say,  speaking  as  a  lawyer,  I  adopt 
your  doctrine,  that  there  can  be  no  reversion  or  remainder 
in  titles,  unless  they  are  incident  to  life ;  but  in  Scotland 
they  are  held  to  be  extinguished  by  surrender  to  the 
crown,  and  then  the  crown  grants  them  out  again  with 
new  limitations,  bearing  the  same  date  as  the  priqr  grant, 
which  cannot  be  the  case  with  us,  because  with  us  you 
could  take  only  by  a  new  grant,  if  there  could  be  a  cessor 
of  the  old  grants  which  is  denied  in  law  here.  In  Scotland 
a  man  is  possessed  of  the  old  estate  by  a  sort  of  remitter; 
and  if  the  party  demises  without  getting  a  new  grant,  the 
former  tide  is  in  him,  notwithstanding  his  surrender. 

Mr.  Pepys.  —  That  there  are  peculiarities,  there  is  no 
doubt. 

Lord  Wynford. — Irish  cases  would  be  more  to  your 
purpose. 

The  I/nrd  Chancellor.  —  But  do  not  pass  over  the  Scotch 
cases. 

Mr.  P((7^5.— Assuming  we  are  bound  by  any  want  of 
power  in  the  crown  to  do  that  which  we  contend  has  been 
done  in  this  case^  if  we  find  identically  the  same  words 
used  in  the  patent  of  a  peerage  in  Scotland,  and  that  such 
words  have  received  exactly  the  same  judicial  interpreta- 
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tion  which  I  submit  the  words  in  the  patent  to  Sir  Edward  1831. 
Courtenay  ought  to  receive,  the  precedetits  are  entitled  to 
weight.  Peculiarities  may  be  incident  to  a  Scotch  peerage 
which  are  not  incident  to  English  dignities;  but  I  ap- 
prehend, going  far  back  in  our  history,  that  your  Lordship 
will  find  many  incidents  to  our  peerage  similar  to  those  of 
Scotland.    - 

The  Lord  Chancellor. — Probably  the  rule  was  the  same 
in  both  countries  originally. 

Mr.  Pejys. — I  apprehend  it  was  so;  for  there  has 
existed  in  Scotland  more  of  adherence  to  the  ancient  law 
than  in  this  country,  and  We  therefore  still  find  in  Scotch 
law  much  more  of  that  which,  I  believe^  was  anciently  the 
English  law,  than  at  pres^ent.  This  assists  my  argument, 
because  I  am  referring  to  what  was  the  ancient  law  of 
England.  I  am  endeavouring  to  bring  your  Lordships  to 
Ae  consideration  of  what  was  the  English  law  many  cen- 
turies ago,  with  the  view  of  ascertaining  the  practice  of  the 
kings  of  England  and  of  the  kings  of  Scotland  at  the  same 
time.  If  we  find  that  English  sovereigns  created  peerages 
with  this  peculiar  remainder,  very  little  doubt  can  exist, 
that,  at  the  time  to  which  I  am  alluding,  the  kings  of 
England  not  only  possessed  the  same  prerogative,  but 
were  in  the  habit  of  exercising  it  very  much  in  the  same 
way  as  the  kings  of  Scotland.  If  the  question  turned  upon 
the  power  of  the  crown  in  the  one  country,  as  distinct 
from  the  power  of  the  crown  in  the  other,  it  may  doubtless 
be  said,  that  the  kings  of  Scotland  had  a  power  which  the 
kings  of  England  had  not;  in  which  case  I  should  not  ad- 
vance my  argument  by  showing  the  existence  of  those 
instances  in  Scotland :  but  if  we  establish  that  the  crown 
had  the  power,  and  that,  when  exercised,  the  same  words 
were  nsed  as  were  employed  for  a  similar  purpose  in  Scot- 
land, which  words  are  admitted  to  have  the  efiect  of  creat- 
mg  dignities  to  persons  and  their  heirs  male  collateral, 
then  I  contend  that  that  is  a  roost  important  argument  for 
the  Claimant. 

This  question  was  very  much  discussed  in  the  Annan- 
dale  case  *;  and  what  I  state  of  that  case  is  taken  from  the 

*  In  a  Com.  Priv.  D.  P.  1819,  and  still  pending. 
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1 851.  notes  of  the  proceedings  in  this  House.  There  was  a  grant 
to  an  individual  **  ejusque  hssredes  nmsculos  quibus  de6* 
**  cientibus  haeredem  foemell&m  natu  maxiniam  absque  divi* 
'*  sione."  The  claim  made  was  by  a  party  claiming 
through  a  daughter,  under  the  limitation  to  heirs  female ; 
he  maintaining,  that  as  the  peer  had  not  left  any  mate 
issue,  the  first  remainder  was  spent,  and  that  the  second 
remainder  took  effect.  This  claim  was  resisted ;  and  his 
Majesty's  then  Attorney-General,  now  a  member  of  your 
Ix>rdships'  House,  contended  that  there  was  no  ground  for 
such  a  claim,  unless  the  party  showed  that  all  the  collateral 
heirs  male  were  disposed  of,  — «^'  heredes  masculos."  That 
learned  person  stated,  that  *'  the  construction  must  be  the 
<*  same^  whether  of  an  English  or  of  a  Scotch  peerage.  In 
**  a  patent,  (he  said)  heirs  male  do  not  mean  heirs  of  the 
**  body,  unless  there  be  within  the  instrument  a  declaration, 
^  or  necessary  implication  or  inference,  that  they  should  be 
^  so  used/'  Lord  Eldon,  in  his  observations  upon  that 
case,  expressed  himself  in  these  words ;  which  I  also  read 
from  the  notes  before  your  Lordships : — ^*  The  notion  pre> 
'*  vailing  in  the  House, — whether  accurately  or  inaccurate- 
**  ly,  remains  to  be  considered ; — but  the  prevailing  notion 
**  of  the  House,  I  apprehend,  is  this,  that  if  it  does  not 
**  appear,  from  some  enjoyment  of  the  peer^e,  that  it  goes 
**  to  the  heirs  male  generally,  you  are  then  to  infer  (the 
**  patent  not  appearing)  that  it  goes  only  to  heirs  male  of 
*^  the  body :  but  if  the  patent  itself  appears,  then  yoa  are 
**  to  decide,  by  the  contents  of  tha  patent,  to  whom  it 
'*  goes."  Can  there  be  any  thing  more  strongly  or  more 
cogently  applicable  to  the  present  case  ?  In  the  absence 
of  the  patent,  you  must  presume  it  was  to  the  heirs  male 
of  the  body,  that  being  the  more  common  course  of  de- 
scent. <<  But,''  says  Lord  Eldon,  <<  if  the  patent  itself  ap- 
*'  pears,  you  must  decide  by  the  contents  of  the  patent." 
In  that  case  the  patent  did  appear;  the  limitation  was  to  a 
person  ^^  ejusque  heredes  tnasados/*  and  the  course  taken 
upon  that  occasion  is  decisive  as  to  the  construction  your 
Lordships  put  upon  that  instrument,  and  the  right  to  be 
derived  under  such  terms.  The  case  was  adjourned,  that 
the  claimant  might  have  an  opportunity  to  bring  evidence 
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of  the  extinctiion  of  tfae  collateral  heirs  .male*  This  was,  1831. 
undoubtedly*  a  Scotch  case;  but  the  Attorney-General  of 
the  day  expressly  stated  at  your  Lordships'  bar,  that  there 
was  no  diSerence,  in  his  opinion,  between  English  and 
Sooteh  peerages,  upon  that  point ;  and  Lord  Eldon's  ob- 
servations, that  where  the  patent  appears,  and  it  contains 
words  like  those  which  I  have  read  from  the  patent  to  Sir 
Edward  Conrtenay,  then  the  heirs  male  collateral  are  en- 
titled, are  extremely  important. 

The  Lord  Advocate,  who  also  attended  at  this  bar  upon 
that .  occasion,  seems  to  have  been  much  startled  at  the 
nature  of  that  claim.  He  contended,  very  broadly,  tliat  it 
was  totally  contrary  to  the  undeistanding  of  all  Scotchmen 
that  there  should  be  a  doubt  as  to  the  meaning  of  those 
words ;  and  stated,  that  there  were  seventy-nine  instances 
in  which  there  had  been  similar  grants  ip  fitvour  of  **  here- 
**  dea  mascttlos,*'  which  words  bad  always  been  held  to 
give  a  title  lo  the  collateral  heirs  male.  I  shall  not  go 
throogb  the  instances  which  that  learned  person  cited,  and 
which  are  to  be  found  in  the  notes  on  your  Lordships' 
table,  or  do  more  than  briefly  notice  some  of  those  in 
which  it  has  actually  been  decided  in  favour  of  claimants 
who  were  heirs  male  collateral  of  grantees  of  peerages. 
This  was  the  ^ase  in  the  instances  of  the  peerages,  of  Sea^ 
forth,  created  in  162S;  Kinnoul,  in  1633;  Kenmure,  in 
1633 ;  Kincardine,  in  1647 ;  Forfar,  in  1661 ;  and  Kirkcud* 
bright,  which  was  created  in  1633.  The  last  of  these  is  a 
case  where  the  dignity  was  claimed  under  a  grant  to  heirs 
wudef  by  a  person  who  descended  from  the  great-great- 
great-^'graodfather  of  the  grantee ;  and  on  the  3rd  of  May 
1773,  his  claim  was  admitted  by  this  House. 

We  have,  then,  not  only  individual  instances,  but  we 
have  the  established  law  of  Scotland,  supported  by  judicial 
decisions,  that  precisely  the  same  words  as  are  to  be  found 
in  this  patent  confer  a  right  upon  the  heirs  male  coIIateraL 
Assuming  that  the  crown  has  the  power  to  grant  a  peerage 
to  a  roan  and  his  *<  heirs  male,"  it  would  be  extraordinary 
i^  after  deciding  on  a  claim  to  a  Scotch  peerage,  that  these 
words  do  mean  heirs  male  collateral^  the  same  words  were 
to  receive  a  diflerent  construction  from  that  which  this 
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1831.  House  gave  to  them  on  that  occasioni  and  which  they  re- 
ceived in  the  seventy^nine  cases  of  peerages  to  which  the 
Lord  Advocate  referred  in  the  argument  in  the  Annandnle 
case. 

Instances  of  such  creations  in  Ireland  are  still  more 
cogeift  and  applicable  than  those  in  Scotland,  for  the  law 
in  the  two  countries  is  the  same ;  and  if  any  argument  can 
be  raised  as  to  the  rule  of  law  with  respect  to  land,  that 
rule  is  also  precisely  the  same  in  Ireland  as  in  England. 
Any  instance  of  such  a  limitation  in  an  Irish  peerage  is, 
therefore,  fully  as  cogent,  as  a  precedent,  as  if  it  had  been 
an  English  peerage ;  and  though  I  am  not  in  a  situation  to 
state  that  a  claim,  under  such  a  limitation,  has  been  raised 
or  decided  by  this  House^  yet  I  find  similar  grants  have 
been  made,  and  under  circumstances  which  leave  no  doubt 
of  the  intention  of  the  crown. 

The  case  of  the  Elarldom  of  Wiltshire  does  not  admit  of 
a  doubt  as  to  the  intention  of  the  crown ;  but  I  am  about 
to  state  an  instance  which  must  be  considered  still  stronger, 
because  these  intentions  are  expressly  stated  in  the  patent. 
It  is  the  case  of  the  grant  to  Lewis  Boyle,  the  second 
son  of  the  Earl  of  Cork,  of  the  title  of  Baron  of  Bandon 
Bridge,  in  the  Srd  of  Charles  the  First,  February  1627-8. 
The  preamble  to  the  patent  expresses  the  intention  of  the 
King  to  confer  those  dignities  not  only  on  the  said  Lewis 
and  the  heirs  male  of  his  body,  but  on  all  the  heirs  male, 
as  well  of  the  body  as  collaterally,  of  the  Earl  his  fiither, 
*^  verum  etiam  omnibus  heredibus  masculis  tam  de  corpore 
**  quam  a  latere  dicti  comitis ;"  and  the  habendum  is  in 
these  terms : — *'  To  have  and  to  hold  the  said  honor,  stile, 
<<  tide,  and  dignity  of  Baron  of  Bandon  Bridge,  to  him 
^*  the  said  Lewis,  and  the  heirs  male  of  his  body  lawfully 
<<  begotten,  for  ever;  and  in  default  of  issue  male  of  the 
^  body  of  the  said  Lewis,  the  said  honor,  stile,  and  title  of 
**  a  baron  to  be  and  remain  to  the  heirs  male  of  the  body 
<<  of  tlie  said  Richard  Earl  of  Cork ;  and  for  default  of 
<<  such  issue,  then  the  same  to  be  and  remain  to  the  right 
<^  heirs  male  of  him  the  said  Richard  Earl  of  Cork  for 
•*  ever."  So  that  here  is  a  grant,  which,  in  defiiult  of  male 
descendants  of  the  grantee,  is  to  accrue  to  the  issue  male 
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generally  of  his  father ;  and  in  default  of  such  issuer  what        1831. 

IS  then  the  grant  ?     <*  To  the  right  heirs  male  of  him  the 

**  said  Richard  Earl  of  Cork."    We  cannot  speculate  in 

this  instance  as  to  what  the*crown  meant  by  the  expression 

^  heirs  male,''  for  the  patent  had  before  exhausted  the 

issue  male  of  the  body  of  the  grantee  and  his  father ;  and 

on  failure  of  such  issue  male,  the  grant  is  to  **  the  right 

*^  heirs  male"  of  the  said  father.     There  the  intention  of  the 

crown  is  clearly  expressed :  it  is  a  comparatively  recent 

instance  in  which  the  right  of  the  crown  to  create  such  an 

estate  in  a  dignity  has  been  exercised.     If  there  had  been 

any  ambiguity  in  the  preamble  as  to  the  intention,  we 

should  have  found  it  removed  in  the  habendum  of  the 

patent.    If  there  be  any  ambiguity  in  the  words  ^'  heira 

**  male"  in  the  preamble,  it  is  removed  in  the  grant  of  the 


Ijord  Wtff^d. — The  preamble  is  not  in  the  least 
stronger  than  the  patent  itself;  it  is  the  same  in  efiSect. 
.  Mr.  Peptfs. — It  is  no  stronger;  for  the  terms  of  the 
patent  necessarily  include  the  collateral  heirs  male,  who 
are  referred  to  in  express  terms.  It  is  indeed  unanswer- 
able^ that  the  habendum  of  the  patent  includes  them ;  but 
they  are  included  both  in  the  preamble  and  in  the  haben- 
dum. 

hard.  Wynfcrd. — Before  you  withdraw  from  this  part  of 
this  case^  permit  me  to  ask  this :— We  are  all  aware  that 
there  is  a  great  difierenoe  between  the  Scotch  law  and  the 
English  law  with  respect  to  peerage,  but  supposing  the 
crown  to  have  the  power  of  creating  a  peer  in  this  m9de, 
is  not  the  instrument,  whether  Scotch  or  English,  to  re- 
ceive the  same  construction  ?  Do  not  the'  same  rules  of 
construction  apply  to  an  instrument^  whether  Scotch  or 
English  ? 

Mr.  Pepys.^^l  have  taken  the  liberty  of  stating  that 
which  your  Lordship  has  so  much  better  expressed,  and 
have  cited  instances  in  which  this  House  has  given  effect  to 
the  claim  of  peerage  of  a  collateral  heir  male,  deriving  not 
from  the  body,  but  from  many  generations  above  the 
individual  ennobled.  This  House  has  given  effect  to  those 
very  words,  and  has  allowed  the  title  to  the. person  claim- 
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18S1.  ing  as  collateral  heir  male  of  the  grantee.  Here  is  m 
limitation  in  an  English  title  in  identically  the  same  words. 
If  the  power  of  the  crown  exists,  it  is  impossible  that  the 
words  can  have  a  different  meaning ;  but  when  we  find,  in 
the  case  of  the  Earl  of  Wiltshire,  and  other  cases,  tliat  the 
same  terms  are  used,  no  doubt  can  be  felt  as  to  the  mean- 
ing for  which  I  have  contended. 

Tke  Lord  Chancellor,  —  It  appears  to  me,  that  the  prin- 
cipal thing  you  have  to  guard  against  is  that  which  you 
anticipated  in  the  beginning  of  your  argument, — the  idea 
that  it  IS  impossible,  if  the  heirs  male  general  had  been  en- 
titled, they  should  have  shut  their  eyes  to  this  claim  for  two 
hundred  and  fifty  years,  there  being,  as  far  as  appears,  no 
doubt  of  the  descent.  You  say  that  Sir  William  Cour- 
tenay,  the  heir  male  of  the  Earl  of  Devon,  being  an  infant 
for  seventeen  years,  the  matter  was  afterwards  lost  sight  of. 
When  was  the  attainder  of  Henry  Courten&y,.  the  father 
of  the  grantee,  reversed  ? 

Jlfr.  Pepys,  —  Very  soon  after  the  grant  of  the  earldom. 
I  advert  to  the  circumstances  of  infancy  to  show  why 
inquiry  was  not  made  at  the  time.  The  Claimant  descends 
from  a  totally  distinct  branch  of  the  family :  the  property 
and  every  thing  belonging  to  tlie  grantee's  branch  de- 
scended to  the  heirs  general. 

The  Lord  Chancellor^  —  Have  yoo  taken  any  estate^firom 
the  common  ancestor  ? 

Mr.  Pejn/s.  —  No.  The  petitioner  is  not  the  heir 
general.  There  were  other  persons  entitled  to  the 
property;  and  the  patent  itself,  on  which  this  datm  is 
founded,  did  not  go  to  his  ancestor.  It  fell  into  the  pos- 
session of  the  heirs  general  of  Sir  Edward  Courtenay. 

The  Lord  Chancellor.  —  Did  Sir  Edward  ever  sit,  under 
it,  in  this  House? 

Mr.  Pepys.  —  It  does  not  appear  that  he  did.*  Very 
soon  after  he  obtained  the  earldom,  he  fell  under  the  dis- 
pleasure of  the  crown,  and  went  abroad,  where  he  died 

*  See  the  Journals  of  the  House  of  Lords,  vol.  i.  pp.  448. 
449.  and  450.,  in  which  his  name  occurs  in  the  list  of  Peers 
as  present. 
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three  years  afterwards.      With   regard  to  the  sitting  in         1881. 
parliament,  it  is  shown  by  your  Lordships'  Journals  that       ^•^'v-^ 
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be  was  sumxnooed)  but  it  does  not  appear  that  he  actaally        claim. 
sat.     Having  the  enrolment  of  the  patent  to  produce,  it  is 
to  be  assumed  that  the  parties  who  were  entitled  under  it 
would  have  claimed  had  they  known  of  its  existence;  but       * 
it   is   lately   that  the  limitation   became  known    to    the 
Claimant. 

JTie  Ijord  Chancellor.'^ Knovfledgc  is  presumed  in  many 


JfK  Pepys*  —  It  is  so  in  private  transactions ;  but  with 
respect  to  peerages,  it  is  contrary  to  usage  to  consider  that 
a  non-claim  for  any  length  of  time  can  prejudice  it  when 
made.  There  is  one  reason  why'this  claim  could  not  have 
been  brought  forward  sooner;  namely,  the  singular  fact 
tliat  this  patent,  though  frequently  alluded  to  by  writers  on 
the  peerage,  has  never  been  correctly  printed ;  the  date  is 
wrong,  and  the  limitation  is  no  where  stated  by  genealogical 
writers.  Those  difficulties,  however,  are  entirely  removed 
by  the  production  of  the  enrolment  of  the  patent 

The  course  we  propose  to  follow  is  to  go  through  the 
detail  of  tlie  evidence  of  the  pedigree,  to  prove  that  the 
Claimant  is  the  heir  male  of  the  grantee.  The  late 
Attorney-General  reported  his  opinion,  that  the  party  had 
fully  established  that  he  was  heir  male;  and  submitted  the 
case  to  the  consideration  of  your  Lordships  as  to  the  ques- 
tion of  law  only. 


Evidence  was  then  put  in  to  prove  the  creation,  and  the 
Claimant's  pedigree.  The  only  part  objected  to  was  the 
enrolment  of  the  patent  creating  the  Earldom  of  Devon,  in 
the  1st  of  Henry  VIL,  by  the  Attorney-General,  on  the 
ground  that  no  other  patent  could  be  admitted  with  the 
view  of  explaining  the  patent  under  which  the  claim  was 
made*:  and  he  observed,  that  the  patent,  being  a  legal 
instrument,  the  question  must  turn  upon  the  construction 
of  the  words  thereip  contained. 

m 

^  The  grant  is  to  bold  the  dignity  as  largely  as  any  former 
Earl  of  Devon,  predecessor  of  the  grantee,  had  held  or  enjoyed 
the  same. 


1 
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1851.  Mr.  Pepj/s  stated,  that  be  offered  it  to  sfaow,  from  the 

^"^""^^^       history  rf  the  family,  the  intention  of  the  crown  in  granting 
CLAIM.        the  patent  in  question;  and  that  he  produced  it  also  m 
proof  of  the  pedigree. 

Counsel  were  informed,  that  it  appeared  to  their  Lord- 
ships that  one  instrument  could  not  be  used  to  control  the 
efibct  of  another  instrument. 

Mr.  Pepys  said,  that  he  did  not  feel  it  to  be  material  to 
contend  for  its  production,  except  in  proof  of  pedigree,  for 
which  purpose  he  would  in  its  proper  stage  put  it  in. 

The  Lord  Chancellor. '^'Before  you  proceed  to  sum  up 
the  evidence,  Mr.  Nicolas,  I  will  read  to  yoQ  an  extract  from 
a  book  for  which  I  have  sent  to  the  British  Museum.  It 
is  intituled  *<  Judge  Doddridge  his  Law  of  Nobility  and 
*'  Peerage,  wherein  the  antiquities,  titles,  degrees,  and  di&- 
**  tinctions  concerning  the  Peeres  and  Nobility  of  this 
**  nation  are  excellently  set  forth,  with  the  knights, 
esquires,  gentlemen,  and  yeomen,  and  matters  incident 
to  them,  according  to  the  lawes  and  customes  of  Eng- 
land; printed  in  1658."*     In  the  cliapter  respecting 


u 


it 


•  See  a  work  printed  in  1642,  entitled  <<  A  Treatise  whether 
*'  the  Barony  of  Abergavenny  be  descended  unto  the  lady 
**  being  the  daughter  and  heir  of  the  Honourable  Henry 
^*  Neville  the  late  Baron,  or  unto  the  special  heir  male,  unto 
'*  whom  the  castle  of  Abergavenny,  being  anciently  the  bead 
"  of  that  family,  is  descended  :*'  and  in  the  same  year  a  trea- 
lise  under  the  title  of,  **  A  Treatise  of  the  Nobilitie  of  the 
**  Realme,  collected  out  of  the  body  of  the  common  law,  with 
'*  mention  of  such  statutes  .as  are  incident  hereunto  upon  a 
"  debate  of  the  barony  of  Abergavenny;"  consisting  of  Judge 
Doddridge's  arguments  to  prove  that  the  barony  was  attached 
to  the  tenure  of  Abergavenny  castle.  See  also  an  enlarged 
edition,  printed  in  the  same  year,  called  **  The  Magazine  of 
*'  Honour,  or  a  Treatise  of  the  several  Degrees  of  the  Nobility 
**  of  this  Kingdom,  with  their  rights  and  privileges.  Also  of 
^  knights,  esquires,  gentlemen,  and  yeomen,  and  matters  in- 
**  cident  to  them,  according  to  the  laws  and  customs  of  England. 
**  Collected  by  Master  Bird,  but  perused  and  enlarged  by  that 
**  learned  and  judicious  lawyer  Sir  John  Dodderidge,  Knight, 
**  one  of  his  Majesty's  Judges  of  tlie  King*8  Bench.**    In 
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Barons  there  is  Uiis,  which  is  important  to  you: — ^^  The        18S1. 
*'  dignity  of  Baron  shall  be  of  such  countenance,  in  de- 
**  scent  or  otherwise,  as  shall  be  limited  in.  the  '  habendi' 
^  in  such  letters  patent  contained ;  for  it  may  be  but  for 
^*  the  life  of  him  to  whom  it  is  given,  or  for  term  *  de  autre 
<t  vie' — of  some  other  man's  life ;  as  some  hold  opinion,  in 
*^  9  [32]  Henry  6th,  29.,  for,  cujus  est  dare  ejus  est  dis- 
**  ponere.     It  may  be  in  special  or  general  tail ;  and  this 
^*  kind  of  estate  tail  was  usual  before  the  statute  made  in  IS 
"  Edwajtl  1st,  by  which  estate  tail  in  lands  and  tenements 
'*  was  created,  as  appearetb  by  the  patent  whereby  Hubert 
'*  de  Burgo  was  made  Earl  of  Kent,  in  the  time  of  Henry 
the  Third,  by  these  words,  ^habend'  sibi  et  Iiered'  suis 
de  corpora  Margaretse  uxoris  suae  sororis  Alexandri 
'*  Regis  Scotiae  procreatis,  et  pro  defect u  talis  exitus  re- 
*^  roanere  rectis  heredibus  dicti  Huberti ;'  and  that  estates 
'^  in  tail  are  at  this  day  titles  of  honour,  by  the  statute  of 
"  Westminster  2nd,  vide  Neville's  case,  7th  Coke^  p.  121." 
So  tbfjt  you  have  the  authority  of  Judge  Doddridge,  high 
upon  such  a  question  as  this,  in  which  he  says,  the  dignity 
of  a  peer  shall  be  of  such  countenance,  in  descent  or  other- 
wise, as  shall  be  limited  in  the  patent;  that  it  may  be  for 
life,  or  for  term  *'de  autre  vie,"  subject  to  the  incidents  of 
such  estate,  that  is,  the  decease  of  the  ''  cestui  que  vie."     If 
it  suits  your  convenience  we  will  hear  you  sum  up,  if  you 
have  any  arguments  to  add  to  those  of  Mr.  Pepys  upon  the 

16579  A  new  title  was  given  to  this  work,  viz.  "  Honovre 
*'  Pedigree,  or  the  severall  Fountains  of  Gentry ;  being  a 
"  Treatise  of  the  distinct  Degrees  of  the  Nobilitie  of  this 
**  Kingdome,  with  their  rights  and  priviledges,  according  to 
*'  the  laws  and  customes  of  England.  By  that  juditious  lawyer 
**  Sir  John  Dodoredge,  one  of  his  Majesties  Judges  of  the 
**  King's  Bench."  In  the  following  year  the  title  was  changed ' 
to  "  Judge  Dodaredge  his  Law  of  Nobility  and  Peerage,  where- 
*'  in  the  antiquities,  titles,  degrees,  and  distinctions  concerning 
*'  the  peeres  and  nobility  of  this  nation  are  excellently  set  forth ; 
'*  with  the  knights,  esquires,  gentlemen,  and  yeomen,  and 
**  matters  incident  to  them,  according  to  the  lawes  and  cus- 
**  tomes  of  England.  1658.'*  See  p.  270.  as  to  a  manuscript 
copy  of  this  work. 
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18S1.  matter  of  law.  You  need  say  nothing  upon  the  evidence. 
If  the  extracts  printed  are  correct,  it  is  a  clear  case  in  point 
of  fact,  and  is  quite  made  out. 


aCTOH  rtXRAOC 
CLAIM. 


24'th  Feb.  Jjir.  Nicolas.  —  I  have  the  honour  to  attend  your  Lord- 

ships in  support  of  the  claim  of  William  Viscount  Cour- 
tenay  to  the  Earldom  of  Devon.  It  is  unnecessary  for  me 
to  trouble  you  with  the  particulars  of  this  case,  because 
they  have  been  already  described ;  nor  is  it  requisite  that 
I  should  occupy  your  time  by  detailing  the  history  of  that 
illustrious  family.  It  is  identified  with  the  annals  of  this 
country ;  it  has  been  commemorated  by  one  of  our  most 
eloquent  historians,  and  must  be  well  known  to  your  Lord- 
ships. Upon  the  evidence  by  which  the  pedigree  is  proved, 
it  would  have  been  my  duty  to  comment,  but  for  the  ob- 
servation of  a  noble  and  learned  Lord,  who  was  pleased  to 
inform  me  that  upon  that  point  I  need  make  no  remark,  as 
your  Lordships  were  satisfied  on  that  part  of  the  case. 
The  late  Attorney-General  was  satisfied;  and  I  believe 
his  Majesty's  present  Attorney-General  is  not  likely  to 
raise  an  objection  on  any  point  connected  with  the  Claim- 
ant's pedigree. 

Under  these  circumstances,  I  shall  confine  myself  entirdy 
to  the  question  of  law.  That  question,  however  important 
the  result,  may  be  stated  in  very  few  words.  It  is  simply 
this:-* Are  the  words  ^*  heirs  male"  in  a  patent  of  peerage 
to  be  understood  in  their  plain,  direct,  and  obvious  sense, 
and  in  the  same  sense  in  which  they  are  understood  in 
common  parlance;  or  do  they  receive  a  construction  at 
variance  with  their  acceptation  on  every  other  occasion, 
and  at  variance  too  with  what  appears  to  be  the  intention 
with  which  they  were  used  in  this  instrument? 

The  first  consideration,  therefore,  is.  What  is  the  legal 
and  technical  efiect  of  the  words  '^  heirs  male**  in  a  patent 
of  peerage?  That  the  words  *'  heirs  male"  in  a  grant  are 
never  confined  in  their  operation  to  *'  heirs  male  of  the 
body,"  b  a  principle  of  law  which  is  not  only  laid  down  by 
the  highest  authorities,  but  has  been  confirmed  by  repeated 
decisions.  I  will  not  trespass  upon  the  time  of  the  House 
by  going  through  those  cases,  but  will  merely  name  them. 
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The  earliest  is  that  of  Hilton,  in  the  1 8th  of  Edward  IIL*,        1 88 1  • 
wherein  another  case  is  stated  as  having  occurred  in  par*       v^^v^^i/ 
liament,  but  which  I  have  not  been  able  to  find.     The  '"TiIST^*'* 
next  instance  in  which  the  distinction  was  drawn  is  in  that 
of  Faringdon,  in  the  9th  of  Henry  VL,  which  was  again 
argued  in  the  11th  of  Henry  VI.  f 

Lord  Wynford.  —  What  was  the  sutgect-matter;  was  it 
a  peerage? 

Mr,  Nicolas.  —  No,  my  Lord ;  it  was  a  grant  of  land* 
The  importance  of  these  cases  is  to  prove  that,  excepting 
in  a  will,  the  words  ^^  heirs  male  "  are  never  understood  ia 
law  to  mean  *<  heirs  male  of  the  body."  The  next  case  is 
that  of  Lovel,  in  the  18th  of  Henry  VIIL  j:,  which  I  shall 
have  to  press  particularly  upon  your  Lordships'  attention. 
The  same  distinction  was  drawn  in  the  case  of  Abraham  v* 
Twig,  in  the  38th  of  Elizabeth  $ ;  in  Beresford's  case,  in 
the  3d  of  James  1. 1| ;  and  the  last  case  in  which  the  point, 
arose  seems  to  have  been  that  of  Idle  v.  Coke,  in  the  reign 
of  ADn&T  All  those  cases  I  cite  to  prove  that,  in  a  grant, 
the  words  ^'  heirs  male  "  never  can  mean  ^^  heirs  male  of 
the  body." 

The  Lord  Chancellor.  —  Is  there  the  slightest  necessity 
for  proving  that? 

Lord  Jf^/n/brd. ^^The  strength  of  your  case  consists  in 
dbtinguishing  the  case  of  peerage  from  that  of  land. 

Mr.  Nicolas.  —  No  doubt  it  does ;  but  as  there  is  a  very 
general,  though  erroneous,  impression,  that  all  peerages 
must  descend  lineally,  and  never  collaterally,  I  considered 
it  material  to  prove  Uiat  the  words  **  heirs  male,"  in  a  grant, 
cannot  be  construed  into  heirs  male  of  the  grantee's  body ; 
for  if  that  point  be  conceded,  this  inference  must  be  ob- 
vious, —  eidier  that  the  patent  to  Sir  Edward  Courtenay  is 
void,  or  that  its  effect  is  to  extend  the  estate  created  by  it 
in  the  earldom  to  his  collateral  heirs  male.  I  will  now 
proceed  to  the  second  proposition  upon  which  this  claim 

*  Y.B.  18£dw.III.f.45a. 

t  Y.  B.  9  Hen.  VI.  f.23— 25.  and  11  Hen.  VI.  f.  12. 

t  Br.  Cases.  12mo.  1578.         §  Mo.  424.         ||  7  Co.  41. 

5  Raym.1144. 
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1881*        depends;  namely,  that  the  dignity  of  the  peerage  is  not 
^^"v^^       governed  by  the  same  rules  of  law  as  lands. 
»>vox  *^^^^      The  importance  of  establishing  the  distinction  between 

lands  and  honours  arises  from  the  statement  of  Lord  Coke, 
that  a  grant  of  lands  by  the  crown  to  a  man  and  his  heirs 
male  is  void.  The  authority  for  this  dictum  is  extremely 
slight.  It  stands  upon  one  solitary  case,  that  of  Lovel,  in 
the  reign  of  Henry  the  Eighth,  which,  so  far  as  appears 
after  a  careful  inquiry,  has  not  been  supported  by  any 
aubsequent  decision.  It  has  come  down  to  us  in  an 
abridged  and  imperfect  form,  so  that  we  know  very  little  of 
the  grounds  upon  which  it  was  decided;  and  tiiere  are 
circumstances  connected  with  that  case  which  prevent  its 
being  considered  of  high  authority.  King  Henry  the 
Seventh  granted  certain  lands,  by  his  letters  patent,  to 
Sir  Thomas  Lovel  and  his  **  heirs  male,^'  by  which  the 
grantee  presumed  that  he  acquired  a  fee  simple,  and  acted 
upon  that  impression ;  but  many  years  afterwards,  in  the 
18th  of  Hen.  VIII.,  on  the  extinction  of  heirs  male  of  the 
body  of  the  individual  to  whom  Lovel  devised  that  pro- 
perty, a  question  arose  as  to  the  effect  of  the  grant.  The 
point  was  argued  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  when  the 
Attorney  and  Solicitor-General,  the  King's  Seijeant,  Sir 
Thomas  More  then  Chancellor  of  the  Duchy  of  JLancaster, 
and  one  of  the  Barons  of  the  Exchequer,  contended,  in 
favour  of  the  crown,  that  it  was  a  void  grant;  or,  to  use 
the  words  of  a  contemporary  MS.  note,  they  argued  **toute 
<*  pour  le  Roy."  The  judgment  of  the  Court  is  not  stated 
in  that  manuscript ;  but,  according  to  **  Brooke's  New 
'*  Cases,''  it  was  ruled  that  the  grant  was  void.  By  this 
decision,  the  lands  reverted  to  the  crown ;  and  the  crown 
obtained  the  object  for  which  it  caused  the  point  to  be 
mooted*  It  is  thus  evident,  that  Henry  the  Eighth  had 
a  direct  interest  in  this  case ;  that  his  law  officers  were  the 
parties  to  the  suit ;  and  that  it  was  a  question  between  the 
crown  and  a  subject,  at  a  period  when  the  subserviency  of 
courts  of  law  and  of  parliament  to  the  will  of  the  sovereign 
forms  one  of  the  most  remarkable,  and  one  of  the  most  dis- 
graceful, features  in  English  history.  The  reign  of  Henry 
the  Eighth  is  the  very  last  period  in  the  annals  of  this 
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Country  which  a  lawyer  would  fix  upon  for  a  legal  pr«oe-  18S1. 
dent;  more  especially  if  it  must  be  derived  from  a  case  in 
which  the  crown  was  a  party.  This  fact  justifies  the  sug- 
gestion, that  any  decision  in  the  time  of  that  absolute 
prince,  which  tended  to  increase  the  property  of  the  mo- 
narch at  the  expence  of  the  subject,  or  to  enable  him  to 
set  aside  the  acts  of  his  predecessors,  must  be  viewed  with 
great  suspicion ;  and  that  a  principle  of  law  which  was 
first  established  on  such  an  occasion,  and  which  has  neither 
been  supported  nor  corroborated  by  any  subsequent  de- 
cision, would  not,  in  these  days,  be  acted  upon  by  any 
court  of  judicature,  without  extreme  hesitation.  But  as 
Lord  Coke  observes,  that  thb  rule  **  extendeth  but  to 
^  lands  or  tenements,*'  it  is  not  necessary  for  me  to  say  more 
upon  the  question,  whether  a  grant  of  lands  to  a  man  and 
his  heirs  male  would  now  be  held  to  be  void.  It  is  suffi- 
cient for  my  purpose  to  prove,  that  whatever  may  have 
been  the  idea  formerly*,  dignities  are  not  tenements  within 
the  statute  "  de  donis ;"  and  to  rely  on  the  observation  of 
the  same  high  authority,  that  in  other  instances  such  a 
grant  by  the  crown  is  good,  and  that  the  thing  granted  will 
descend  to  Aeirs  male  collateral  as  well  as  lineal.  It  is  true 
that  LfOrd  Coke  does  not  expressly  include  peerages  among 
the  things  which  the  crown  can  grant  to  **  heirs  male :" 
nor  was  it  requisite  that  he  should  do  so ;  fer  the  only  in- 
ference which  can  be  drawn  from  his  remark  is,  that  such 
a  grant  is  valid  with  respect  to  every  thing  excepting  lands. 
One  example  was  therefore  enough  to  explain  his  position ; 
and  it  so  happens,  that  the  subject  which  that  eminent 
writer  selected  for  his  illustration  is  one  which  bears  the 
strongest  possible  analogy  in  its  nature  to  a  peerage,  which, 
like  the  peerage,  is  an  honorary  distinction,  and  deemed 
incidental  to,  and  inseparable  from,  nobility ;  namely,  ar- 
morial ensigns.  These,  Lord  Coke  says,  **  may  be  granted 
**  to  a  man  and  his  heirs  male,  and  shall  descend  to  his 
"  HEIRS  MALE  lineal  or  cdlateraV*\    We  have  here  the 

*  Neville's  case/?  Co.  121. 

t  Co.  Litt.  27  a.    See  Dugdale's  Ant.  Usage  of  Arms,  and 
Hearn's  Antiq.  Disc.  2d  ed.  vol.i, 
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1831.  express  recognition  of  the  highest  juridical  authority,  that 
in  cases  strictly  analogous  to  peeragies,  the  crown ,  may 
make  such  a  grant :  and  the  3ame  great  authority  specially 
adds,  that  the  effect  of  those  words  is  precbely  that  which, 
it  is  submittedi  must  be  held  to  be  the  operation  of  them 
in  a  patent  of  peerage.  It  must  not  be  forgotten,  that 
when  the  law  was  thus  laid  down  by  Lord.  Coke,  no  less 
than  six  peerages  had  been  granted  with  remainders  to 
**  heirs  male;"  and  as  that  learned  individual  is  well  knowa 
to  have  been  intimately  acquainted  with  early  records,  it 
cannot  be  supposed  that  he  was  ignorant  of  the  existence 
of  those  patents;  or  that,  if  aware  of  them,  he  would  not. 
have  expressly  alluded  to  them,  had  he  deemed  that  the 
crown  could  not  make  such  a  grant,  or  that  the  limitations 
were  not  to  be  understood  in  their  obvious  sense.  The 
only  doubt,  tlien,  that  can  possibly  exist  with  respect  to  the 
patent  under  which  Lord  Courtenay  claims,  is,  not  whe- 
ther the  effect  of  the  words  ^*  heirs  male"  is  to  confine  the 
descent  of  the  dignity  to  the  heirs  male  of  the  grantee's 
body,  because  it  has  been  shown,  and  your  Lordships  ap- 
pear to  be  convinced,  that  these  words,  in  a  grant  by  the 
crown,  never  can  have  that  operation;  hut  whether  a 
dignity  partakes  so  much  of  the  character  of  a  tenement 
within  the  statute  **  de  donis,"  as  to  be  governed  by  the 
same  rules*  of  law  as  lands ;  and,  consequently,  whether 
thb  patent  is  not  altogether  void. 

To  prove  that  dignities  are  not  governed  by  the  same 
rules  of  law  as  lands,  I  shall  first  refer  to  the  reports  of 
your  Lordships'  committees  on  the  dignity  of  a  peer  of  the 
realm,  because  the  history  of  the  peerage  has  never  been 
investigated  in  so  able  or  so  elaborate  a  manner  as  by 
those  committees ;  and  because  it  would  be  presumptuous 
to  substitute  my  own  words  for  the  able  and  convincing 
arguments  which  occur  in  their  reports.  The  passages  on 
which  I  chiefly  rely  for  this  purpose  are  in  the  third  re- 
port, page  18.  from  pages  46.  to  52.,  pages  183.  and  189.; 
and  in  the  fourth  report,  pages  3.  15,  16.  and  62. 

I  cannot  too  strongly  press  upon  the  committee,  that 
after  a  roost  laborious  inquiry  into  the  nature  and  history 
of  the  dignity  of  a  peer  of  the  realm,  the  conclusion  which 
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the  noble  Lords  who  drew  up  those  reports  formed  was,  18SK 
**  that  there  is  in  truth  no  resemblance  between  land  of  which 
'<  the  King,  or  any  other  person,  is  seised  in  fee  simple, 
«and  which  may  be  entailed,  and  of  which  the  entail  is 
**  protected  by  the  statute  <  de  donis,*  and  a  digtiity  created 
<<  by  patent  or  by  writ."*  In  another  part  it  is  said  that, 
^  upon  questions  respecting  the  title  to  dignities  merely 
^  personal,  there  is  danger  of  error,  wheneyer  the  rules  of 
^  law  respecting  such  dignities  are  considered  as  having 
'*  any  close  analogy  to  the  rules  of  law  respecting  titles  to 
"  land/'f  It  is  observed  in  another  page,  —  for  this  doc- 
trine does  not  appear  merely  in  one  or  two  places,  but  is 
the  prevailing  opinion  throughout  the  reports, — *'that  al* 
**  lusions  to  the  rules  of  law  respecting  estates  in  land,  in 
*'  considering  questions  respecting  dignities,  have  a  ten- 
**  dency  to  mislead  the  judgment  of  the  House  in  all  cases, 
'*  and  especially  when  applied  to  the  dignity  of  a  peer  of 
*'  the  realm,  where  that  dignity  has  been  created  by  the 
^'  crown,  and  cannot  be  claimed  as  incidental  to  the  tenure 
"of  land."  t 

*  Third  Report,  p.  48.     See  Cruise  on  Dignities,  p.  ISS. 

When  the  statute  <<  de  donis  conditionalibus"  was  enacted, 
(13th  Edw.  I.)  no  dignity  had  been  created  in  England,  with  a 
limitation  to  *^  heirs  male  of  the  body"  the  only  limitations  being 
to  the  grantee  and  his  heirs,  to  the  gsantee  and  his  heirs  by  a 
particular  wife,  as  in  the  Earldom  of  Lincoln  (17  Hen.  III.),  or 
to  the  grantee  and  the  heirs  of  his  body.  In  the  9th  Edw.  IL 
a  grant  was  made  to  the  Earl  of  Kildare  in  Ireland,  and  tht 
heirs  male  of  his  body.  A  similar  creation  was  of  the  Earldom 
of  Louth  in  Ireland,  in  the  12th  Edw.  II.  The  first  English 
honour  granted  to  a  man  and  the  heirs  male  of  his  body  was  the 
Earldom  of  Carlisle,  in  the  15th  Edw.  II.,  which  precedent 
was  not  again  followed  until  the  creations  of  Lionel  Duke  of 
Clarence  and  John  Earl  of  Lancaster,  in  the  86th  Edw.  III«, 
between  which  year  and  the  9th  Edw.  II.  many  earls  had 
been  created,  to  the  grantees  and  their  heirs,  or  the  heirs  of 
their  bodies.  Thus,  the  first  precedent  of  a  creation  to  a  man 
and  his  heirs  male,  in  the  21  Ric.  II.,  was  only  thirty-five  years 
after  limitations  to  heirs  male  of  the  body  became  the  usual 
estate  granted  in  earldoms. 

t  Third  Report,  p.  52.  %  Fourth  Report,  p.  15* 
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1831.  Bat  great  as  is  the  authority  of  the  Lords'  Committees 

on  this  subject,  the  position  for  which  I  contend  does  not 
rest  upon  it.  There  jexists  an  unanimous  decision  of  this 
House,  founded  upon  that  principle,  and  which  of  itself 
is  sufficient  to  establish  that  there  is  no  analogy  whatever 
between  lands  and  titles  of  honour. 

Viscount  Purbeck,  in  1660,  levied  a  fine  of  his  honours, 
and  surrendered  them  to  the  King.  In  June  1678,  bis 
title  was  claimed  by  the  heir  male,  who  contend^  that 
honours  cannot  be  surrendered.  The  Attorney-General 
for  the  crown  argued  that  they  could  be  surrendered ;  thai 
they  were  within  the  statute  *<  de  donis;"  that  they  w«re 
governed  by  precisely  the  same  rules  as  land;  and  thai 
there  was  no  distinction  whatever  between  them.  The 
aigument  was  answered  by  one  of  the  most  learned  persons 
that  ever  became  a  member  of  this  House — the  first  Earl 
of  Shaftesbury.  His  Lordship  denied  that  honours  are  an 
estate  tdl,  and  are  taken  to  be  within  the  statute  ^*  de 
<^  donis,"  or  that  they  are  governed  as  other  inheritances, 
and  by  the  rules  of  the  common  law,  which,  he  emphatically 
added,  '<  is  contrary  to  the  opinion  of  the  most  learned 
**  men ;  contrary  to  the  honour  and  dignity  of  this  Hoose, 
^^^'the  practice  of  the  courts  in  Westminster  Hali,  and  the 
'*  direct  evidence  of  the  thing  itself; "  and  he  quoted  the 
opinion  of  Judge  Berkley,  in  1640*,  who  contended,  *<  that 
<*  honours  must  descend  from  the  first  that  was  seised  of 
^  the  honour,  contrary  to  other  inheritances;  and  that 
**  honours  are  not  governed  by  the  rules  of  the  common 
^*  Iaw."f  The  House  adopted  the  view  taken  by  Lord 
Shaftesbury,  and  came  to  a  unanimous  decision,  that  a 
fine  cannot  be  levied  to  surrender  an  honour,  on  the 
principle,  that  honours  bore  no  analogy  to  real  estates. 

*  In  the  case  of  the  Barony  of  Grey  de  Ruthyn,  upon  the 
question,  .whether  there  could  be  a  ''possessio  fratris"  in  a 
dignity.  See  Collins's  Precedents  of  Baronies  by  Writt  p.  255. ; 
and  Cro.  Car.  601.  a  short  report  under  the  name  of  Lord 
Grey's  case. 

f  Shower's  Parliiimentary  Cases,  pp.  1 — 4.  See  the  reporl 
of  the  Purbeck  case  in  Collins's   Precedents  of  Baronies  b^ 
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7^  Lord  Chancellor. -^ThsLt  has  been  aeted  upon  by  a  1681* 
noble  iamily  in  this  country,  in  the  case  of  a  very  high  office 
which  was  held  in  that  family.  It  has  been  the  subject  of 
great  consideration ;  and  I  have  seen  an  opinion  of  two 
very  learned  chief  justices  upon  it,  one  of  whom  was  Sir 
Matthew  Hale,  one  of  the  highest  authorities  in  West- 
minster Hall.  By  suffering  a  recovery,  they  barred  tho 
remainder  in  tail ;  —  it  was  not  to  bar  the  remainder  over^ 
but  the  remainder  in  tail ; — and  thereby  the  high  shrievalty 
of  Westmorland  passed  out  of  one  family  into  another, 
and  is  now  held  by  a  nobte  Lord,  who  is  not  the  descend^ 
ant  of  the  first  taker,  who,  but  for  the  recovery,  would 
have  taken  it*    That  is  not  an  honour,  but  an  o&ce» 

Mr.  Nicolas.  -«*  A  shrievalty  is  a  very  distinct  thing  from 
a  peerage. 

The  Lord  Chancellor.  —  You  make  a  distinction  between 
an  office  and  an  honour,  but  originally  earldoms  were  offices*. 
Originally  the  earl  was  the  alderman,  and  the  sheriff  (be 
viscount.  They  were  all  originally  official  titles^  but  th^^ 
words  of  honour  have  survived  the  function* 

JUr.  Nicolas.  —  There  is  great  difficulty  in  reoooci&g 
the  anomalies  with  respect  to  the  ancient  and  modern 
practice  in  cases  of  peerage ;  but  I  submit  that  I  can  show 
no  authority  so  high  as  the  solemn  decision  of  this  House 
with  reference  to  dignities.  In  the  case  alluded  tO|  the 
decision  was,  in  effect,  that  there  was  no  analogy  between 
lands  and  honours, — that  the  latter  were  governed  by  rules 
of  their  own ;  and  such  is  the  opinion  expressed,  in  the 
most  forcible  terms,  by  the  noble  Lords  who  drew  up  the 
Peerage  Reports,  The  idea  that  peerages  are  not  subject 
to  the  law  of  common  inheritances,  and  that  every  thing 
relating  to  that  dignity  was  always  held  to  be  as  independ- 
ent of  the  rules  of  the  lower  courts  as  of  the  courts  them- 
selves, is  supported  by  proceedings  in  parliament  in  the 
reigns  of  Richard  the  Second  and  Henry  the  Sixth.  In 
1888,  the  Lords  spiritual  and  temporal  then  present  in 
parliament  claimed  it  as  their  right  and  franchise,  **  that 
^  all  matters  touching  peers  of  the  land  should  be  discussed 
^  and  adjudged  by  parliliment,  and  not  by  the  civil  laW| 
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18S1.  *^  nor  by  the  common  law  of  the  land,  used  in  inferior 
<^  courts  of  the  realm  f^  which  was  allowed  and  granted  in 
fall  parliament.*  So  completely  was  it  understood  that 
subjects  connected  with  the  peerage  were  independent  of 
the  common  law,  that  there  is  a  precedent  of  the  judges 
having,  in  the  reign  of  Henry  the  Sixth,  refused  to  decide 
a  dispute  between  two  peers  for  precedency,  though  com-* 
manded  to  do  so  by  the  King  and  the  peers  in  parliament, 
on  the  ground  that  these  points  belonged  only  to  the  King 
and  the  Lords  in  parliament  f  These  facts  tend  materially 
to  proves  that  in  whatever  related' to  the  peerage  the  judges 

•  Rotulus  Parliamenti  tenti  apud  Westm'  die  Lune  in  crastino 
purificationis  beate  Marie,  anno  regni  Regis  Ricardi  Secundi 
post  Conquestum  undecimo : — **  £n  ycest  Parlement,  touts  les 
**  Seigneurs  si  bien  espiriteb  come  temporels  alors  presents 
**  damerent  come  lour  libertee  et  franchise,  que  les  grosses 
^*  matires  moevez  en  cest  Parlement,  et  a  movers  en  autres 
^*  Parlementz  en  temps  a  venir,  tochantz  pieres  de  la  terre, 
"  serroient  demesnez,  ajuggez,  et  discus  par  le  cours  de  Parle- 
*^  ment,  et  nemye  par  la  Loy  Civile,  ne  par  la  Commune  Ley 
**  de  la  terre,  usez  en  autres  plus  bas  courtes  du  roialme.  Quell 
**  claym,  liberte,  et  franchise  le  Roy  lour  benignement  alloua 
**  et  ottroia  en  plein  parlement."  Rolls  of  Pari,  vol.iii.  p.  244u 

t  In  the  27th  of  Hen.VI.,  1449,  upon  a  controversy  between 
William  Earl  of  Arundel,  and  Thomas,  sixth  earl  of  Devon,  for 
precedency.  The  King  referred  the  dispute  to  a  committee  of 
Lords ;  and  with  the  advice  of  the  Peers,  desired  **  that  the 
**  Judges  of  the  law  of  the  land,  being  in  the  same  Parliament," 
should  investigate  the  subject,  and  report  their  opinion  to  his 
Majesty  and  the  Lords  in  Parliament.  The  documents  were 
accordingly  submitted  to  the  Judges,  '*  who  sayen  and  declaren, 
<*  after  theire  conceites,  that  it  is  mater  of  Parlement,  longyng 
**  to  the  Kynges  highnesse,  and  to  his  lordes  spirituell  and  tern- 
^  porell  in  Parlement,  by  theym  to  be  decided  and  deter- 
^*  myned."  Then  did,  however,  state  their  construction  of  the 
act  under  which  the  Earl  of  Arundel  claimed,  but  added,  "  that 
^*  it  belongeth  to  be  discussed  and  determyned  by  the  Kyng 
«  and  his  lordes,  and  not  otherxvise."  Whereupon  the  King, 
by  the  advice  and  assent  of  the  peers,  decided  the  question  in 
favour  of  the  Earl  of  Arundel,  with  a  salvo  jure  of  the  Earl  of 
Devon.    Rolls  of  Parliament,  vol.  v.  p.  148. 
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had  no  jurisdiction;  that  the  King  and  the  peers  in  par-        1831. 

liament  formed  the  only  tribunal  to  which  sach  questions       ^-^^^^^ 

could  be  submitted ;  and  that  the  rules  by  which  they  were  "^TlIim.*^^^ 

governed  differed  from  those  of  the  common  law.     To 

suppose  that  peerages  are  subject  to  the  same  principles  of 

law  as  land  would  be  to  impose  upon  them  those  incidents 

to  which  land  is   subject,-— fines^   recoveries)  mortgage, 

tenantcy  by  the  courtesy,  surrender,  alienation,  the  statute 

of  limitations,  &c.,  none  of  which  are  consistent  with  the 

dignity,  nor  even  with  the  existence,  of  the  peerage. 

My  motive  for  pressing  these  facta  must  be  obvious, 
because  if  I  can  show  that  a  grant  by  the  crown  of  a 
peerage  to  a  man  and  his  "  heirs  male''  is  a  totally  dis« 
tinct  thing  from  a  grant  of  lands  to  a  man  and  ^^  his  heirs 
*'  male,"  and   totally  distinct,   also,  from  a  grant  of  a 
peerage  to  a  man  and  *'  the  heirs  male  of  his  body^*  I 
apprehend  there  is  no  remaining  difficulty  in  the  case. 
Upon  the  question,  whether  the  sovereign  can  grant  a 
dfgnity  to  a  man  and  his  heirs  male^  very  little  need  be 
said.     The  right  of  tlie  crown  to  create  a  peerage,  with 
any  limitation  of  the  dignity  it  may  think  proper,  has 
never  been  disputed.     The  most  jealous  writers  on  the 
royal  prerogative  have  not  ventured  to  raise  a  doubt  on 
the  subject ;  and  this  power  has  been  exercised,  with  every 
variety  of  limitation,  from  the  Conquest  to  the  present 
hour.     A  peerage  depends  for  its  very  existence  upon  the 
royal  will :  it  endures  only  under  such  circumstances,  and 
for  so  long  a  time,  as  its  creator  is  pleased  to  prescribe ; 
and  when  that  term  has  expired,  it  returns  to  the  vacuity 
from  which  it  sprung.     Unlike  any  other  species  of  in- 
heritance, it  arises  from  nothing  that  is  tangible  or  visible: 
it  is  in  its  nature  a  thing  dependent  upon  the  piece  of 
parchment  which  gave  it  birth,  and  can  know  of  no  other 
principle  of  government  than  what  is  expressed  in  that 
parchment.     To  deny  the  power  of  the  crown  to  point  out 
in  what  way  a  thing  shall  be  enjoyed,  which  exists  only  by 
the  exercise  of  its  prerogative,  would  be  tantamount  to 
raising  a  doubt  as  to  the  prerogative  itself;  and  I  may 
safely  affirm,  that  there  is  no  instance  on  record  in  which 
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IBSi;  the  absolute  and  uncontrollable  right  of  the  crown  to 
create  a  dignityi  in  what  manner,  and  with  what  limit- 
ation! it  thought  fit,  has  ever  been  questioned.  Doubts 
have  indeed  been  raised  by  this  House  as  to  the  power  of 
the  sovereign  to  grant  a  higher  precedency  to  a  peer 
within  these  walls  than  would  belong  to  the  date  of  the 
patent  of  his  creation ;  but  this  occurred  for  the  first  time 
in  the  reign  of  Charles  the  First,  a  period  memorable  for 
the  struggle  respecting  prerogative.  The  question  was 
then  discussed,  not  as.  to  whether  the  crown  originally 
possessed  the  power,  but  whether  it  had  not  resigned  so 
much  of  its  prerogative  when  King  Henry  the  Eighth 
gave  his  assent  to  the  statute  for  *^  Placing  the  Lords."  * 
It  is  remarkable^  however,  that  Charles  the  First  never 
admitted  that  he  did  not  possess  the  right  to  grant  any 
precedency  he  pleased ;  and  I  think  it  con  be  shown,  that, 
until  the  act  for  the  union  with  Scotland,  the  crown  might 
l^[ally  do  so.  I  have  stated  this  with  the  view  of  proving 
the  absolute  power  which  the  constitution  vests  in  the 
sovereign  with  respect  to  peerages ;  but  it  is  not  likely  that 
your  Liordships,  who  derive  your  honours  from  the  crown, 
will  8ufi*er  a  question  to  be  raised  at  this  bar  as  to  the 
power  of  the  King  to  limit  a  peerage  in  any  way  he  may 
think  fit ;  nor  do  I  anticipate  such  an  objection  from  the 
Attorney-General,  for  whatever  difficulties  he  may  urge 
with  respect  to  this  claim,  they  surely  cannot  be  founded 
upon  a  doubt  as  to  the  prerogative  of  the  crown. 

My  attention  was  directed  by  a  noble  lord  to  a  treatise 
on  the  peerage,  which  is  attributed  to  Judge  Doddridge. 
A  manuscript  copy  of  that  work  exists  f ,  from  which  I 
shall  read  a  short  passage.  Speaking  of  the  power  of  the 
crown  to  create  a  dignity  with  any  limitation  it  pleases. 
Judge  Doddridge  says,  <<  As  it  is  in  the  King,  the  head, 
*' originally  to  create  and  make  his  spring  or  well  of 
'<  honour,  so  he  may  cut  the  channel  for  carriage  of  the 
*^  stream  thence  in  such  manner  as  it  pleaseth  him ;  for 

•  Stat.  SI  Hen.  VIII.  c.  10. 

t  Lansdowne  MS.  No.  866.     See  p.  258,  259. 
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**  *  cujns  est  dare,  ejus  est  disponere.'    Yea,  he  may  leave        IdSl. 
*^  it  without  any  stream  or  derivation  if  he  will,  creating 
"  only  for  life." 

TAe  Ijord  CkanceUor. — In  the  copy  which  I  had,  it  stood 
«  or  for  term  de  autre  m"— *  '^  some  other  man's  life,  as 
*'  some  hold  opinion  in  9  Henry  VI.  S9." 

Mr.  Nicolas. — It  is  a  wrong  quotation.  In  the  earlier 
editions  it  is  correctly  said  to  have  occurred  in  the  S^  of 
Henry  VL*     It  is  a  mere  supposititious  case. 

The  Lord  Chancellor.'-^  It  is  arguafido  merely.  It  is 
clearly  assumed  arguendo,  because  the  report  makes  Jiu* 
tice  Danby  say,  ^*  £t  sic  posito  que  home  soit  fait  conte  a 
«  terme  d*auter  yie  et  il  port  brief  ad  respondendum  comid 
^  ut  oportet  et  pendant  le  brief  cesty  a  que  vie  devy  jeo 
^  di  que  cest  brief  abatera  purceo  q  il  ad  perdu  son  nom 
**  de  conte,"  &c. 

Mr.  Nicolas. — There  is,  however,  the  case  of  the  Eait 
of  Kntland,  who  was  created  to  that  title,  to  hold  to  him 
during  the  life  of  his  fiither.  But  the  power  of  the  crown 
to  create  a  peerage  for  any  term  it  thinks  proper  will  be 
best  proved  by  a  short  analysis  of  all  grants,  from  die 
earliest  on  record  to  the  accession  of  Edward  the  Fifth } 
from  whicby  and  from  the  singular  limitations  cited  by 
Mr.  Pepys,  it  will  appear  that  there  is  scarcely  any  degree 
of  kindred,  or  any  allianoe  by  marriage,  that  has  not  been 
iadoded  in  the  remainders  of  peerages.  The  extreme  pre- 
cision with  which  words  of  limitation  are  introdnced  in 
early  patents  is  extraordinary,  and  it  appears  as  if  the 
crown  was  most  careful  in  defining  who  should  inherit 
under  the  grants.  There  are  forty-one  earldoms  to  a 
grantee  and  his  heirs;  three  earldoms  to  a  grantee  and 
his  heirs  by  a  particular  wife;  seven  earldoms  and  one 
marqaisale  to  grantees  and  the  heirs  of  their  bodies;  seven 
earldoms  and  two  dukedoms  to  grantees  for  life;  two 
earldoms  and  three  baronies  to  grantees,  without  any 
words  of  limitation;  one  earldom  to  the  grantee  during 
the  life  of  another  person ;  one  earldom,  in  the  reign  of 

•  Y.  B.  32  Hen.  VI.  29. 
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1881.  Richard  the  Second,  to  be  held  during  the  King's  pleasure. 
Therei^were  seventy-six  peerages  to  the  grantee  and  the 
heirs  male  of  his  body ;  two  earldoms  to  a  grantee  and  the 
heirs  male  of  his  body  by  a  particular  woman ;  five  peer- 
ages to  a  grantee  and  ^{5  heit's  male  for  everts  and  two 
baronies  to  a  grantee  and  his  heirs,  they  being  lords  of  a 
particular  manor.  Since  that  period  peerages  have  been 
granted  with  still  more  extraordinary  remainders  than  these. 
There  is  an  instance  of  a  peerage  to  a  grantee  for  life, 
remainder  to  the  grantee's  son-in-law,  and  his  heirs  male 
by  the  daughter  of  the  first  grantee :  to  a  grantee,  with 
remainder  to  his  second  son  and  the  heirs  male  of  his  body, 
failing  which,  to  his  eldest  son  and  his  issue  male.  So 
absolute,  indeed,  is  the  prerogative  of  the  crown  with 
respect  to  peerages,  that  there  is  an  instance,  in  the  reign 
of  James  the  First,  of  a  grant  of  a  peerage  of  England, 
with  precedency  next  to  the  barons  of  England,  but  the 
grantee  was  not  to  have  a  voice  in  this  House :  and  dig- 
nities have  also  been  granted  for  life;  others  during  the 
King's  pleasure,  or  during  the  life  of  another  person*. 
They  have  likewise,  as  I  have  ju^  stated,  been  annexed  to 
the  tenure  of  a  particular  manor,  and  they  have  been 
granted  in  reversion;  so  that  there  are  no  limits  whatever 
to  the  power  of  the  crown  in  creating  a  dignity. 
*  Lord  Wjpifijrd.  —  Grants  of  peerages,  at  this  day,  are. 
generally  to  A.  B.  and  the  heirs  male  of  his  body ;  that  is, 
to  the  heirs  male  of  the  body  in  reversion. 

Mr.  Nicolas.  —  But  the  grant  in  reversion  to  which  I 
refer,  namely,  of  the  earldom  of  Desmond,  was  to  Sir 
William  Fielding,  to  take  effect  on  the  death  of  Lord 
Preston,  if  Lord  Preston  died  without  heirs  male  of  bis 
body. 

The  Lord  Chancellor. — There  b  one  passage  heref  which 

*  See  the  Appendix  to  the  Report  on  the  Dignity  of  a 
Peer. 

f  The  Lord  Chancellor  here  alluded  to  a  passage  cited  from 
page  18.  of  the  Fourth  Peerage  Report,  for  the  purpose  of 
proving  that  honours  were  not  subject  to  the  same  rules  of  law 
asJands. 
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I  do  not  think  does  you  much  good:  **  And,  in  truth,  the        1831* 
*'  grant  of  a  dignity  to  a  man  and  his  heirs  is  a  grant  to 
'*  him  and  the  heirs  of  his   body  only,  and  will  convey 
*'  nothing  to  collaterals :  that  is  according  to  the  nature  of 
« the  writ." 

Mr,  Nicolas.  — -  That  is  applied  to  heirs,  and  not  to 
heirs  nude. 

The  Lord  Chancellor. — Then  you  say,  in  a  grant  to  a  man 
and  his  heirs,  you  supply  the  word  ^*body"  to  the  heirs; 
and  that,  though  a  grant  to  a  man  and  his  heirs  is  not  a 
grant  in  fee  but  in  tail,  yet  a  grant  to  a  man  and  his  heirs 
male  lets  in  collaterals. 

Mr.  Nicolas. — In  all  cases  of  grants  from  the  crown, 
excepting  grants  of  lands. 

The  Lord  Chancellor.  —  Then  why  should  the  word 
*'  male"  make  a  difference  in  such  a  grant?  In  a  grant  to 
a  roan  and  his  heirs  you  supply  the  body  and  make  it  a  tail. 

Mr,  Nicolas. — The  cases*  which  I  cited  at  the  com- 
mencement of  my  address  to  your  Lordships  prove,  be- 
yond the  possibility  of  controversy,  that  the  words  ^<  heirs 
male^"  in  a  grant,  can  never  be  construed  to  mean  **  heirs 
*<  male  of  the  grantee's  body/'  Grants  of  peerages  to  a 
man  and  his  heirs  occurred  only  at  a  very  early  period, 
when  the  rules  respecting  dignities  were  little  understood 
or  settled.  I  quoted  the  Reports  of  the  Lords'  Commit-' 
tees,  because  they  define  the  distinction  between  lands  and 
honours;  but  the  passage  which  your  Lordship  has  just 
read  is  not  the  one  referred  to  by  me,  though  it  occurs  in 
the  same  page. 

The  Lord  Chancellor.  —  On  the  authority  of  the  Com- 
mittees, in  their  Report,  a  grant  to  a  man  and  <<his  heirs" 
supplies  the  "  body"  to  make  it  an  estate  tail;  then  you 
argae,  that  instead  of  a  grant  to  a  man  and  his  "  heirs 
*^  male"  being  limited  Xo  a  man  and  the  heirs  male  of  his 
body,  you  are  not  to  add  *'  of  the  body,"  but  go  to  collaterals. 

Mr.  Nicolas.-^There  is  no  grant  of  a  peerage^  I  believe, 
to  a  man  and  his  heirs,  subsequent  to  the  reign  of  Richard 

*  See  page  260.  ^  ««7* 
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16S1<  the  Second.  At  that  period  the  crown  exercised  a  pre* 
rogative  respecting  dignities,  which  would  destroy  the 
proudest  privilege  of  your  Lordships;  for  there  are  in^ 
stances  of  a  person  not  succeeding  under  a  patent  until  the 
crown  thought  proper  to  allow  him.*  But  supposing  that 
the  opinion  of  the  Lords'  Committees,  with  respect  to  a 
grant  to  a  man  and  his  heirs,  be  correct,  it  is  merely  one 
of  those  anomalies  of  which  the  law  furnishes  so  many 
mstanoes;  and  which,  like  the  doctrine  of  the  half  blood, 
cannot  be  accounted  for. 

The  Lord  Chancellor.  -—  The  House  is  not  bound  by  this. 
It  is  the  report  of  a  Committee ;  it  is  the  opinion  of  a  yery 
learned  man ;  but  then  if  it  is  not  binding  against  yoo,  no 
more  is  it  binding  for  you ;  so  that  there  is  no  use  in  citing 
the  authority.  It  is  the  report  of  one  of  the  most  learned 
lawyers^  deserving  the  most  high  and  profound  respect. 

Mr*  Nicolas.  -—  I  am  aware  that  there  are  many  state- 

*  Aymer  de  Valence,  who  succeeded  his  father,  Wilh'am 
Earl  of  Pembroke,  in  1296,  but  was  not  allowed  that  dignity 
until  the  accession  of  Edward  the  Second,  in  1S06.  The  earl- 
dom of  Gloucester  was  granted  by  Edward  the  Third  to  Hugh 
de  Audley  and  his  heirs.  He  left  an  only  daughter  his  heiress, 
but  neither  she  nor  her  descendants  ever  enjoyed  the  earldom. 
Upon  this  subject,  and  in  reference  to  the  writ  authorizing 
Hugh  de  Courtenay  to  assume  the  title  of  Earl  of  Devon,  the 
Lords'  Committees  on  the  Dignity  of  a  Peer  of  the  Realm 
observe :  *'  This  transaction  seems  to  amount  to  a  recognition, 
"  on  the  part  of  the  Crown,  of  the  right  of  Hugh  to  be  Earl  of 
**  Devon,  by  descent  from  the  family  of  Redvers,  and  to  give 
<*him  precedency  accordingly.  Probably  some  similar  re- 
"  cognition  on  the  part  of  the  Crown,  at  a  matier  of  grace  and 
^*Javour  rather  than  of  rights  was  formerly  deemed  necessary 
*<  when,  in  any  family,  a  dignity  had  been  granted  to  heirs 
^*  generally,  and  one  or  more  females,  or  persons  claiming 
''  through  females,  became  heirs  or  coheirs  of  the  original 
"grantee."  (Third  Report,  p.  168.)  The  proceedings  with 
respect  to  the  earldom  of  Pembroke,  on  the  decease  of  Aymer 
de  Valence,  s.  p.,  in  1323,  and  of  Suffolk,  in  1385,  also  show 
the  power  which  the  Crown  considered  itself  to  possess  over 
honours.    See  Third  Peerage  Report,  pp.  ISO.  171  • 
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ments  in  those  Reports  which  are  not  founded  in  law,  vX        IdSl. 
leasty  which  are  very  much  questioned  by  men  of  great       ^■''"v*^^ 
Jq;al  judgment.  ^^,^ 

The  Lord  Chancellor.  —  There  is  no  doubt  of  that. 

Lord  Wynford.  —  I  have  found  that  which  is  very  im-» 
portant  for  you.*  It  is  clear  a  peerage  cannot  be  8ur« 
rendered  by  recovery.  By  recovery  you  can  surrender  a 
right  which  belongs  to  you;  but  I  have  always  considered 
that)  by  the  constitution  of  this  country,  a  peerage  cannot 
be  surrendered  by  A,  for  it  is  conferred  for  the  benefit  not 
only  of  A,  but  of  B  ;  it  is  not  so  much  a  private  interest  as 
a  public  right,  for  peers  are  born  counsellors  of  state. 
Now  it  is  quite  manifest  that  an  individual  cannot  surren- 
der that  which  he  does  not  hold  for  himself  alone,  but  for 
another. 

The  Lord  ChanceUor*  —  And  there  can  be  no  compen^^ 
ation  to  the  common  vouchee ;  that  would  be  the  public. 

Mr*  Nicoias.^^T\i%  case  to  which  the  noble  Lord 
allodes  is  that  of  Purbeck,  which  I  have  already  cited  ^ 
and  the  words  I  read  were  the  observation  of  Lord  Shades* 
bury,  who  a  few  years  before  had  been  Lord  Chancellor, 
and  who  drew  the  important  distinction  between  lands  and 
honours,  upon  which  the  House  acted  when  giving  jud^ 
ment  on  that  claim. 

The  Lord  Chancellor. —  The  distinction  he  takes  is  agree-» 
able  to  the  way  in  which  it  would  be  regarded  as  an  office;  but 
this  is  an  office  and  trust  for  the  benefit  of  the  public ;  and 
therefore  to  talk  of  suffering  a  recovery  of  an  office  of  thai 
kind  is  inconsistent  with  the  nature  of  a  recovery.  You 
cannot,  for  instance,  make  a  common  vouchee  in  a  plea; 
you  cannot  compensate  for  the  value,  which  stands  on  a 
legal  fiction  that  it  cannot  be  done  without  compensation. 
The  party  beneficially  interested  is  the  public,  and  how 
^n  you  compensate  the  public  ? 

Mr.  ^tco/iffs.— Supposing  tlie  crown  has  the  power  of 
granting  a  dignity  to  a  man  and  his  heirs  male,  I  would 
ask  on  what  ground  it  is  to  be  considered  more  extraordi- 

*  Lord  Wynford  here  adverted  to  the  report  of  the  Purbeck 
I,  in  Shower's  Parliamentary  Cases. 
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1831.        nary  to  grant  a  dignity  to  a  man  and  his  heirs  male,  coBa^ 
^"^"^^"^      teral  as  well  as  lineal^  than  to  the  heirs  male  of  his  hody^ 
oLAUf.        excepting  that  in  the  one  case  the  bounty  of  the  sovereign 
is  n\ore  extensively  exercised  than  in  the  other?     Is  there 
any  thing  so  absurd  in  the  crown  granting  a  dignity  to  the 
males  of  a  particular  family,  that  it  must  be  void  ?    Is  not 
such  a  limitation  more  consistent  with  common  sense  than 
to  confer  a  peerage  upon  a  man  and  the  heirs  of  his  bodj, 
by  which  grant  the  dignity  often  devolves  upon  persons  of 
a  different  name,  and  perhaps  in  a  much  lower  station  in 
society,  than  the  first  grantee,  and  partaking  of  little  of  his 
blood  ?     For  example,  in  cases  of  Baronies  by  writ,  where 
the  honour  is  frequently  vested  in  individuals  who  trace 
their  pedigree  to  the  first  peer  through  four  or  five  distinct 
families.     The  most  ancient  titles  may,  in  these  instanceSf 
descend  to  persons  in  the  lowest  grade  of  society,  who  by 
their  habits  are  little  suited  to  increase  the  dignity,  or  by 
their  education  to  add  to  the  wisdom,  of  this  House; 
whereas,  by  limiting  a  peerage  to  a  man  and  his  .heirs 
male,  collateral  as  well  as  lineal^  the  crown  knows  that  the 
blood  of  those  who  inherit  the  dignity  must  always  be  as 
pure  as  tliat  of  the  original  grantee,  and  that  whatever  may 
be  the  defects  of  those  who  may  succeed  under  the  grant, 
meanness  of  birth  can  never  be  one.     If  these  arguments 
can  be  urged  in  favour  of  peerages  being  conferred  upon 
'*  heirs  male  collateral"  in  ordinary  instances,  they  apply 
cL fortiori  to  the  present  claim.     Hugh  Courtenay  was  al- 
lowed the  earldom  of  Devon  in  the  reign  of  Edward  the 
Third,  in  consequence  of  his  being  the  heir  of  the  family 
of  De  Redvers,  who  enjoyed  that  dignity  from  tlie  time  of 
Richard  the  First.     He  was  succeeded  in  the  earldom  by 
his  son  of  the  same  name,  who  married  Margaret  de 
Bohun,  the  grand-daughter  of  King  Edward  the  First,  and 
thus  became  nearly  allied  to  the  reigning  sovereign.     The 
iearldom  continued  vested  in  the  heirs  male  (who  were  also 
the  heirs  general)  of  Hugh  the  first  earl  until  the  1st  of 
Edward  IV.,  when  it  was  forfeited  by  the  attainder  of 
Thomas  the  sixth  earl.     On  the  accession  of  Henry  the 
Seventh,  in  1485,  Sir  Edward  Courtenay  (the  descendant 
of  a  brother  of  Edward  the  third  earl)  was  the  heir  male  of 
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his  house,  and  was  created  Earl  of  Devon,  to  him  and  the        1831. 
heirs  male  of  his  body.     By  the  attainder  of  Thomas  the       ^-^-v^*^ 
sixth  earl,  all  the  lands  of  the  Courtenay  family  were  for-  '''^^''cil^^'^^ 
feited  to  the  crown,  and  great  part  of  them  were  granted 
to  Sir  Edward  the  new  earl  of  Devon.     From  that  time 
until  the  reign  of  Mary,  it  was  the  manifest  desire  of  the 
crown  to  place  the  heir  male  of  Hugh  Earl  of  Devon  and 
Margaret  de  Bohun,  in  the  same  position  as  if  the  attain- 
der of  the  sixth  earl  bad  been  reversed.     Mr.  Pepys  has 
explained  why  that  attainder  was  suffered  to  remain  on  the 
statutes,  namely,  because  its  removal  would  have  revived 
the  right  of  the  heirs  general  to  the  lands.     That  some 
cogent  reason  alone  prevented  the  reversal  of  the  attainder 
is  proved  by  this  fact,  that  of  the  fourteen  peers  who  were 
attainted  in  the  1st  of  Edward  IV.,  the  heirs  of  all  except- 
ing the  Earl  of  Devon  wefe  restored  to  their  honours, 
though  few  of  the  persons  so  restored  possessed  the  politi- 
cal influence  of  Sir  Edward  Courtenay.     He  had  shared 
the  fortunes  of  Henry  the  Seventh,  and  was  attainted  by 
Richard  the  Third,  which  attainder  was  reversed  as  soon 
as  Henry  obtained  the  crown.     In  the  patent  creating  him 
Earl  of  Devon,  his  descent,  as  heir  male  of  Hugh  Earl  of 
Devon  and  from  the  grand-daughter  of  King  Edward  the 
First,  is  specially  mentioned,  as  forming,  together  with  bis 
services,  the  motives  for  his  elevation.     He  had,  at  the 
time  of  his  creation,  a  son.  Sir  William  Courtenay,  who 
married  the  sister  of  the  reigning  queen,  and  the  coheiress 
of  King  Edward  the  Fourth.     Sir  William  was,  however, 
attainted  in  his  father's  lifetime,  and  did  not  inherit  the 
earldom ;  but  in  the  Sd  of  Henry  VIIL,  he  was  created 
Earl  of  Devon,  to  him  and  the  heirs  male  of  his  body,  he 
having  bsue  male.     In  that  charter  his  alliance  with  the 
blood  royal,  and  his  descent  as  heir  male  of  Hugh  Earl  of 
Devon,  are  mentioned  as  the  chief  considerations  for  the 
grant.     Here  then  there  is  in  two  instances  decided,  evi- 
dence of  the  favour  with  which  both  Henry  the  Eighth 
and  his  father  Henry  the  Seventh,  contemplated  the  heir 
male  of  Hugh  Courtenay  the  second  earl  of  Devon.     On 
two  occasions  was  the  person  who  possessed  that  character 
restored  to  the  title  of  his  ancestors  by  a  new  paten t^be- 
VOL.  V.  u 
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1881*  cause,  from  peculiar  circumstances,  his  restoration,  by  the 
reversal  of  their  attainders,  could  not  be  effected  without 
reviving  interests  adverse  to  those  of  the  individuals  whom 
it  was  the  object  of  the  crown  to  benefit.  As  the  grantee 
in  both  cases  had  a  son,  there  was  every  prospect  of  the 
dignity  thus  restored  continuing  in  their  male  descendants ; 
and  it  was  thei'efore  unnecessary  to  provide  for  so  impro- 
bable an  event  as  the  failure  of  issue  male. 

This  fact  is  remarkable  if  contrasted  with  the  conduct  of 
Qu^en  Mary,  at  the  time  when  the  person  to  whom  she 
restored  the  honours  of  his  family  was  the  last  male  of 
that  branch  of  the  house  of  Courtenay.  Before,  however, 
adverting  to  the  patent  under  which  Lord  Courtenay 
claims,  it  must  be  observed  that  Sir  William  Courtenay 
died  very  soon  after  his  creation,  leaving  a  son,  Henry 
Courtenay,  who  succeeded  to  the  earldom  granted  to  his 
father,  and  having  obtained  the  reversal  of  his  father^s  at* 
tainder,  he  also  succeeded  to  the  earldom  granted  to  his 
grandfather  by  King  Henry  the  Seventh.  He  was  subse- 
quently created  Marquis  of  Exeter,  but  from  his  near  con- 
nection with  the  blood  royal,  being  the  grandson  and  one 
of  the  heirs  of  King  Edward  the  Fourth,  he  became  an 
object  of  Henry  the  Eighth's  jealousy,  and  was  executed 
and  attainted  of  hinrh  treason  in  1539.  The  next  person 
in  the  pedigree  is  Sir  Edward  Courtenay,  the  grantee  of 
the  patent  before  your  Lordships.  He  was  an  only  child, 
and  tiie  last  male  descendant  of  the  elder  branch  of  his 
family.  During  the  remainder  of  the  reign  of  Henry  the 
Eighth,  and  in  that  of  Edward  the  Sixth,  he  was  confined 
in  the  Tower,  lest  his  proximity  to  the  succession  might 
endanger  the  reigning  sovereign ;  but  upon  the  accession 
of  Queen  Mary,  a  total  change  took  place  in  his  fortunes. 
He  was  immediately  liberated,  loaded  with  favours,  and 
restored  by  a  new  patent,  to  the  dignity  of  Earl  of  Devon. 
The  earl  was  then  unmarried,  and  his  next  heir  male  was 
Sir  William  Courtenay  of  Powderham,  who,  like  himself 
was  descended  from  Hugh  the  second  Earl  of  Devon  and 
Margaret  de  Bohun,  and,  in  the  event  of  the  earl's  dying 
without  male  issue,  would  have,  become  their  heir  male. 
It  is  matter  of  history  that  Queen  Mary  viras  personally 
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attached  to  Sir  Edward  Courtenay,  and  may  naturally  be  ISSll 
supposed  to  have  been  actuated  by  as  much  consideration 
for  the  state  of  his  family  in  relation  to  the  earldom  of 
Devon,  as  her  father  and  grandfather  evinced  when  they 
expressly  stated  in  their  grants  of  that  dignity,  that  their 
principal  motive  for  those  creations  was,  that  the  respec- 
tive grantees  were  heirs  male  of  the  former  earls.  That 
the  Queen  was  animated  by  such  a  feeling,  and  that  she 
desired  to  imitate  the  conduct  of  her  predecessors,  is  placed 
beyond  a  doubt  by  this  patent.  Independently  of  the  ha- 
bendum, she  granted  to  Sir  Edward  Courtenay  and  his 
heirs  male  the  same  precedency  and  privileges  as  any  of 
his  ancestors  heretofore  Earls  of  Devon  had  ever  held  or 
enjoyed;  and  thus,  so  far  as  the  grantee  was  concerned, 
her  Majesty  manifestly  intended  that  patent  to  act  as  a 
complete  restoration  of  the  original  earldom:  in  other 
words,  it  was  her  purpose  to  place  him  in  the  same  posi- 
tion as  if  the  attainders  of  his  ancestors  had  been  reversed* 
Why  she  did  not  accomplish  that  object  by  reversing  those 
attainders  has  been  already  explained.  If  Queen  Mary 
intended  this  grant  to  act  as  a  restoration  of  the  original 
earldom  to  Sir  Edward  Courtenay,  there  is  a  certain  clue 
to  her  intention  with  respect  to  the  habendum.  To  sup- 
pose that  it  was  meant  to  restore  the  dignity  to  one  person 
and  the  descendants  of  his  body  only,  from  considerations 
which  applied  as  cogently  to  others,  would  be  to  impute  to 
the  crown  an  imperfect  design ;  and  it  would  have  been 
an  act  of  great  injustice  to  the  other  male  descendants  of 
Hugh  the  second  Earl  of  Devon.  No  reason  can  possibly 
be  imagined  why  the  Queen,  whose  favourable  disposition 
towards  Sir  Edward  Courtenay  is  indisputable,  should 
have  confined  her  bounty  to  him,  whilst  every  motive,  as  a 
sovereign  and  as  a  woman,  must  have  prompted  her  to. the 
graceful  and  generous  act  of  restoring  to  one  of  the  most 
ancient  and  illustrious  families  in  her  dominions  those 
honours  which  they  had  enjoyed  for  centuries,  and  of 
which  their  incorruptible  loyalty  to  their  lawful  sovereign 
bad  alone  deprived  them. 

It  may  be  asked,  whether  it  be  probable  that  the  patents 
of  Henry  Uie  Seventh  and  Henry  the  Eighth  were  not 
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18S1.  inspected  when  this  instrument  was  issued;  and  if  so, 
from  what  other  motive  than  the  desire  to  benefit  the  col- 
lateral heir  male  could  the  omission  of  the  words  *'  de 
corpore**  arise,  when  they  occur  in  both  the  previous 
grants  ?  .If  it  were  intended  that  the  patent  should  operate 
in  favour  of  the  heirs  male  of  the  body  of  the  grantee  only, 
proper  words  for  the  purpose  stood  before  the  person  who 
prepared  this  instrument  in  the  grants  to  the  earl's  an- 
cestors, as  well  as  in  every  other  grant  of  peerage  in  the 
preceding  eighty  years,  and  which  words  actually  occur  in 
every  subsequent  creation  by  that  sovereign.  Upon  no 
principle  of  fair  reasoning,  then,  can  it  be  contended,  that 
notwithstanding  the  crown  rejected  the  usual  words  *^  to 
*<  him  and  the  heirs  male  of  his  body,"  and  substituted  for 
them  the  words  ^Vto  him  and  his  heirs  male  for  ever,''  it 
was  intended  to  grant  the  same  estate  in  the  dignity  as 
would  be  conveyed  by  the  words  **  heirs  male  of  his  body;" 
and  the  conclusion  seems  inevitable,  that  the  words  '*  his 
^*  heirs  male  for  ever"  have  a  totally  distinct  effect.  The 
limitation  of  the  earldom  granted  to  Sir  Edward  Cour- 
tenay,  though  not  unprecedented,  was  certainly  unusual; 
but  the  situation  of  the  grantee  and  the  next  heir  male  of 
the  Courtenay  family  was  extraordinary ;  and  as  their 
respective  hereditary  claims  could  only  be  met  by  a  devi- 
ation from  the  general  limitation  of  dignities,  such  a  devi- 
ation is  not  a  subject  for  surprise,  much  less  for  suspicion 
as  to  the  intention  with  which  it  occurred. 

I  am  well  aware  that  the  patent  on  which  this  claim  is 
founded  must  be  construed  by  its  contents  alone,  and  that 
it  must  receive  its  interpretation  from  what  occurs  within 
its  four  corners :  but  as  the  habendum  is  uncommon ;  as  a 
doubt  may  be  raised,  from  the  supposed  analogy  between 
lands  and  honours,  whether  the  crown  could  make  such  a 
grant;  and  as  an  inference  may  be  drawn  from  these  cir- 
cumstances, that  the  words  ^<  heirs  male,"  as  contradis- 
tinguished from  "  heirs  male  of  the  body,"  were  accidentally 
used,  or  at  least  were  not  intended  to  bear  the  construction 
which  it  is  submitted  they  must  receive,  it  appeared  ma- 
terial to  state  those  (acts  in  the  history  of  the  earldom  of 
Devon  to  which  I  have  taken  the  liberty  of  calling  atten- 
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tion,  because  they  most  satis&ctorily  account  for  the  oc-  18S1. 
currence  of  this  limitation  in  the  patent  of  Queen  Maiji 
and  put  the  question  of  **  intention"  beyond  the  possibility 
of  being  controverted,  —  namely,  that  it  was  her  Majesty's 
purpose  to  place  all  the  male  descendants  of  Hugh  Cour- 
tenay  the  first  £arl  of  Devon  in  the  same  situation,  with 
respect  to  that  earldom,  as  they  would  have  occupied  if  the 
attainders  which  impeded  the  descent  of  the  original  dignity 
bad  been  reversed. 

The  fiivour  with  which  male  heirs  are  contemplated  by 
the  crown  in  all  countries  is  well  known.  It  is  only  neces* 
sary  to  travel  to  Scotland  for  numerous  examples  of  grants 
to  heirs  male  general ;  whilst  the  cases  referred  to  by  Mr. 
P^pyS}  and  to  which  I  shall  likewise  advert,  show  that  they 
have  existed  also  in  England  in  the  fourteenth,  fifteenth, 
sixteenth,  and  seventeenth  centuries.  The  purport  of  the 
arguments  of  the  Attorney-General  in  the  Annandale  case 
was,  that  **  the  rule  of  law  is  the  same  whether  applied  to 

an  English  or  a  Scotch  peerage;  and  that  unless  diere  be 

something  in  the  instrument  itself  to  show  that  the  words 
*^  ^  heirs  male'  were  to  have  so  confined  a  construction, 
*'  you  cannot  construe  *  heirs  male'  into  *  heirs  male  of  the 
'*  *  body.' "  If  this  were  not  the  case,  the  words  **  of  the 
<<  body"  in  patents  would  be  mere  surplusage;  but  when  it 
has  been  ruled  that  they  are  of  the  utmost  importance,  it 
is  impossible  to  suppose  that  an  instrument  in  which  they 
do  not  occur  can  have  the  same  effect  as  one  in  which  they 
are  inserted. 

The  Lord  Chancellor.  —  The  Annandale  peerage  is  a 
Scotch  case;  but  to  show  that  you  can  take  no  benefit  from 
that,  you  have  been  just  showing  that  a  fine  cannot  be  levied 
of  a  peerage  in  this  country  in  such  a  manner  as  to  bar  issue 
male  or  to  bar  issue  over,  and  that  an  honour  cannot  be  sur- 
rendered to  the  crown.  Now  there  is  not  the  least  doubt 
that  in  Scotland  an  honour  can  be  surrendered  to  the  crown, 
for  it  has  been  every  day's  practice;  it  was  constantly  done 
before  the  Union.  It  used  to  be  surrendered  to  the  crown, 
and  granted  out  on  new  enfeoffment:  and  so  completely 
does  it  follow  the  principle  of  land  in  that  country,  —  so 
much  was  it  considered  as  connected  with  tenure,  —  that  a 
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1831.        man  was  a  peer  in  Scotland,  and  sat  in  parliament,  in 
^•^^r^^      riaht  of  his  wife,  —  a  commoner  marrvinir  a  peeress  sat 

ciuaK.  8°^  voted  in  the  Scottish  parliament,  among  the  greater 
barons,  in  right  of  his  wife ;  nay,  when  the  wife  died,  he 
sat  and  voted  as  tenant  by  the  courtesy.  That  has  never 
been  contended  for  in  modern  times,  except  where  it  was 
conceived  the  barony  was  by  tenure. 

Mr.  Nicolas*  —  Not  in  modem  times :  that  occurred  in 
former  times,  in  this  country  also,  repeatedly. 

The  Lord  Chancellor.  —  It  occurred  in  Scotland  up  to 
the  time  of  the  Union;  and  then  it  was  not  stopped 
because  the  principle  was  changed,  but  because  the  crown 
was  debarred  by  express  statute  from  creating  fresh  peers ; 
so  that  the  principles  of  decision  as  to  peerage  cases  in  the 
two  countries  are  quite  different. 

Mr.  Nicolas. — I  referred  to-  Scotch  peerages,  in  con- 
sequence of  the  desire  which  one  of  your  Lordships  ex- 
pressed to  Mr.  Pepys  that  we  should  not  pass  over  the 
Scotch  cases*,  and  of  the  important  remark  of  a  noble  and 
learned  Lord,  '^  that  whatever  might  be  the  difference 
'*  in  the  law  with  respect  to  Scottish  and  English  honours, 
*<  yet  if  the  crown  has  the  power  of  creating  a  peer  with 
**  such  a  limitation,  the  same  rules  of  construction  apply 
**  equally  to  both.^'f  That  there  are  some  peculiarities  in 
the  law  of  Scottish  dignities  is  true,  but  I  know  of  none 
which  justify  the  words  "  heirs  male"  in  a  patent  of  peer- 
'  age  in  Scotland  receiving  a  different  construction  from  that 
which  they  bear  in  an  English  patent.  Most  of  the  cir- 
cumstances which  a  noble  Lord  has  pointed  out  as  being 
peculiar  to  a  Scotch  peerage,  namely,  surrenders,  regrants, 
and  tenancy  by  the  courtesy,  have  frequently  occurred  in 
English  peerages  so  late  as  the  reign  of  Henry  the  Seventh. 
The  observation  of  another  noble  Lord  J,  when  his  Ma- 
jesty's Attorney-General,  on  this  point,  "  that  the  rule  of 
"  law  is  the  same  in  both  countries  in  the  construction  of 
«*  the  words  •  heirs  male'  in  a  patent  of  peerage;  and  that 
*^  unless  there  be  something  in  the  instrument  itself  to 
**  show  that  *  heirs  male'  was  to  have  so  confined  a  con- 

*  See  page  250.  f  See  page  255. 
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'*  slraction,  j'ou  cannot  construe  'heirs  male'  into  *  heirs  18S1. 
*'  male  of  the  body/"  is  deserving  of  the  greatest  attention, 
corroborated  as  that  opinion  was  by  one  of  the  highest 
legal  authorities  in  this  country.  Lord  Eidon,  who  re- 
marked, on  the  same  occasion,  "  If  there  be  no  patent, 
*'  then  it  is  to  be  inferred  that  the  limitation  is  to  '  heirs 
««  <  male  of  the  body;'  but  if  the  patent  itself  appears,  then 

you  are  to  decide  by  the  contents  of  the  patent  to  whom 

the  dignity  goes." 

It  has  been  argued,  that  a  dignity  cannot  be  granted 
to  a  man  and  his  heirs  male,  because  it  is  laid  down  that, 
in  England,  lands  or  tenements  cannot  be  so  granted 
by  the  crown;  or,  in  other  words,  that  such  a  patent 
of  peerage  would  be  void.  I  jneet  this  objection  by  re- 
peating, that  the  dignity  of  the  peerage  is  not  a  tenement 
protected  by  the  statute  '^  de  donis;"  that  honours  are  not 
subject  to  the  law  of  common  inheritances;  and  I  advert 
to  the  decision  of  this  House  in  the  Purbeck  case,  in  support 
of  my  assertion;  whilst  I  refer  to  the  Report  of  the  Com- 
mittees on  the  dignity  of  a  Peer  of  the  Realm  *,  for  the 
most  conclusive  arguments  to  prove  the  impossibility  of 
honours  being  governed  by  the  same  rules  of  law  as  lands. 
But  if  I  had  to  contend  against  the  opinion  that  this  patent 
is  void,  I  would  ask  whether  the  patent  to  the  Earl  of 
Wiltshire,  in  the  reign  of  Richard  the  Second,  under 
which  he  was  summoned  to  and  sat  in  parliament,  be  also 
void  ?  whether  the  patent  to  Lord  Hoo  and  Hastings,  who 
sat  in  parliament  for  several  years,  or  to  Lord  Richmond 
Grey,  who  enjoyed  the  dignity,  and  exercised  the  functions 
of  a  peer  of  the  realm  for  eleven  years,  or  to  Lord  Egre- 
mont,  who  for  the  same  length  of  time  held  that  rank,  and 
acted  as  a  peer  in  parliament,  were  only  so  much  waste 
parchment?  Can  it  be  believed,  even  if  the  law  advisers  of 
Queen  Mary  were  so  utterly  unsuited  for  their  offices  as  to 
allow  her  Majesty  to  make  a  useless  and  unmeaning  mani- 
festadon  of  her  favour  to  her  own  kinsman,  and  the  man 
upon  whom  she  was  most  desirous  of  conferring  honours, 
that  they  had  a  precedent  for  their  folly  in  the  law  officers  of 

*  See  p.  265.  >ii 
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1831.  the  crown  in  the  reigns  of  Richard  the  Second  and  Henry 
the  Sixth  ?  or  that  their  ignorance  was  imitated  by  their  suc- 
cessors of  the  time  of  Charles  the  First,  when  two  patents  of 
peerage  were  granted  containing  not  merely  the  same  words, 
— the  very  words  which,  if  that  opinion  be  just,  destroy  the 
legal  existence  of  the  instrument,— *  but  a  preamble,  explain- 
ing in  the  fullest  manner  that  those  words  were  intended  to  do 
that  which,  I  submit,  Queen  Mary  and  her  predecessors  de- 
signed by  similar  patents;  namely,  to  create  peerages  to  which 
the  heirs  male  collateral  of  the  grantees  should  succeed  ? 

Before  the  conclusion  of  this  part  of  the  argument,  it  b 
necessary  to  remark,  that  at  the  time  when  three  of  those 
peerages  were  granted.  Sir  John  Fortescue  was  Chief 
Justice  of  England ;  and  is  it  to  be  credited  that  three  ill^al 
patents  would  have  been  issued ;  or,  if  this  be  thought 
possible,  that  the  grantees  would  have  been  allowed  to 
exercise  the  functions  of  peers  of  the  realm,  whilst  that 
great  lawyer  filled  the  highest  judicial  oflBce  in  this 
country-?*  These  patents  are  cited,  moreover,  as  inoon-* 
trovertible  evidence  of  the  right  of  the  crown  to  grant  a 
peerage  to  **  heirs  male,*'  because  they  show,  that  from 
the  fourteenth  to  the  seventeenth  century,  the  crown  has 
repeatedly  done  so.  The  royal  prerogative  being  part  of 
the  common  law,  its  peculiar  powers  can  only  be  evinced 
by  undisputed  usage.  If,  therefore,  precedents  can  be 
adduced  of  the  creations  of  peerages  to  ^*  heirs  male  "  be- 
fore the  Lovell  case,  they  establish  that  the  crown  originally 
possessed  the  cdht  of  making  such  grants ;  and  if  the  right 
ever  existed^Vcan  only  be  lost  by  an  act  of  parliament 
The  Lovell  Case  does  not  seem,  then,  to  bear  upon  the 
subject,  even  supposing  that  honours  are  to  be  governed 
by  the  same  rules  as  lands,  on  the  ground  that  they  are 
within  the  statute  ^^dedonis;"  and  to  whatever  weight 
that  decision,  in  the  year  1522,  may  be  thought  entitled 
with  respect  to  this  claim,  the  overwhelming  fiu^t  may  be 
opposed,  that  the  crown  made  grants  of  that  nature  more 
than  a  century  before,  and  continued  to  do  so  for  more 
than  a  century  after  it  occurred. 

*  The  office  of  Chancellor  was  then  held  by  an  ecclesiastic. 
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To  suppose,  under  these  circumstances,  that  a  patent  of  18S1. 
peerage  to  ^*  heirs  male''  is  void,  is  impossible;  and  as  the 
only  authority  by  which  the  sovereign  creates  dignities  to 
''  heirs  male  of  the  body,"  or  with  any  other  limitation,  is  de- 
rived from  usage^  under  the  designation  of  *^  prerogative," 
the  right  to  create  a  peerage  to  *'  heirs  male"  stands  upon 
precisely  the  same  grounds,  there  being  many  precedents  for 
the  one  limitation,  as  well  as  for  the  other ;  whilst,  with  re- 
spect to  the  creation  of  some  peculiar  estates  in  dignities,  the 
legali^  of  which  has  never  been  disputed,  the  precedents  of 
patents  to  *'  heirs  male  "  are  much  more  ancient  and  numer- 
ous. If,  then,  the  right  of  the  crown  to  grant  the  patent 
under  which  Lord  Courtenay  claims  depends  upon  usag^ 
that  usage  has  been  clearly  established  from  the  reign  of 
Richard  the  Second ;  and  the  objection,  that  there  can  be 
no  such  inheritance  in  lands  or  tenements  as  an  estate  to 
*'  hars  male,"  is  met  by  proving  that  honours  are  not 
tenements  within  the  statute  "  de  donis,"  and  by  shewing 
the  existence  of  peerages  to  '*  heirs  male "  long  prior  to 
the  decision  upon  which  Lord  Coke  founded  his  dictum, 
that  there  can  be  no  such  estate  in  lands  or  tenements* 

Should  the  validity  of  the  patent  of  the  Earldom  of  Devon 
be  conceded,  the  question  becomes  simply  one  of  con- 
struction as  to  the  legal  and  technical  import  of  the  words 
*^  heirs  male ;"  and  I  shall  now  say  a  few  words  upon  the 
rule  of  law,  that,  in  construing  a  grant  from  the  crown,  it 
must,  in  case  of  doubt,  be  confined  to  the  narrowest  limits 
of  which  the  words  of  the  instrument,  wb^^^compared  with 
the  context,  will  admit;  thus  allowing  every  reasonable 
presumption  against  the  grantee.  But  tfav  rule  of  law 
cannot  apply  to  a  grant  in  which  there  is  nothing  am- 
biguous or  obscure,  which  admits  of  only  one  construction, 
unless  words  be  added  that  do  not  occur  in  any  part  of  the 
instrument,  and  which,  moreover,  proceeding  not  from  the 
suit  of  the  grantee,  but  "  ex  speciali  gratia,  certa  scientia, 
et  mero  motu  regis,"  is  entitled  to  a  liberal  construction.* 
To  such  an  extent,  I  apprehend,  the  rule  cannot  possibly 
be  carried ;  and  however  much  it  may  operate  against  a 
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1881'.        grantee  in  the  case  of  confused,  or  contradictory,  or  ano- 
*-^t"^^      malous  statements  in  a  grant  from  the  crown,  it  cannot  be 
"^cLTjufT**'*  allowed  to  supply  words  which  would  confine  the  descent 
of  the  thing  granted  to  a  distinct  class  of  heirs. 

I  shall  now  advert  to  grants  of  English  peerages  similar  to 
that  of  the^arldom  of  Devon  ;  and  if  it  can  be  shewn  that 
dignities  have  been  conferred  with  a  limitation  to  **  heirs 
male;"  that  there  has  been  an  enjoyment  under  these 
grants;  and,  above  all,  if  it  can  be  established  that  the 
crown  has  created  a  peerage  to  *^  heirs  male,''  which  exists 
at  the  present  moment  in  the  person  of  a  member  of  this 
house,  I  humbly  submit,  that  there  cannot  be  any  hesitation 
in  conceding  the  right  of  Lord  Courtenay  to  the  honours 
of  his  ancestors.  To  prove  that  dignities  have  been  granted 
to  a  man  and  his  *^  heirs  male,"  the  case  of  the  Earl  of 
Wiltshire,  and  a  few  others,  that  occurred  before  the  pa- 
^  tent  under  which  this  claim  is  made,  will  be  briefly  stated. 

On  the  29th  of  September  1S97,  King  Richard  the 
Second  made  a  very  large  promotion  in  the  peerage,  by 
creating  five  dukes,   one   marquis,  four  earls,   and  one 
duchess.     The  limitation  to  each  of  these  dignities  was  to 
the  grantee  and  the  heirs   male  of  his  body^   with   two 
exceptions,    namely,   of  the    Duchess   of  Norfolk,    who 
was  created  "  for  life,"  and  of  the  Earl  of  Wiltshire^  the 
king's  personal  favourite.   Sir  William  Scrope,  who  had 
a  grant  to  him  and   ^^  his  heirs  male  for  ever/'     That 
person  was  the  eldest  son   of  Richard  Lord  Scrope  of 
Bolton,  who  hacT  been  twice  Chancellor  of  England ;  and 
i^  as  may  naturally  be  inferred,  the  father  was  privy  to 
the  son's  creation,  the  intention  of  so  peculiar  a  remainder 
becomes  the  more  obvious ;    because  it  is  impossible  to 
suppose  that  a  man  who  had  twice  filled  that  high  office 
could  be  ignorant  of  the  legal  difference  between  a  grant 
to  "  heirs  male  "  and  "  heirs  male  of  the  bod}'."     It  is 
remarkable  that  Sir  William  Scrope  was  childless,  but  he 
had  two  brothers,  one  of  whom  inherited  the  barony  of 
Scrope,  and,  at  the  time  of  the  grant  of  the  Earldom  of 
Wiltshire^  had  issue  male,  who,  it  is  presumed,  were  in- 
tended to  be  included  by  the  designation  of  "  heirs  male  " 
of  the  grantee. 
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In  the  26th  of  Henry  the  Sixth,  Sir  Thomas  Hoo  was  18S1. 
created  Baron  Hoo  and  Hastings,  '^  habendum  idem 
'*  noroen,  &c*  sibi  et  heredibus  suis  masculis  imperpetuum/' 
Sir  Thomas  Grey  was  created  Baron  of  Richmond  Grey 
in* the  28th  of  Henry  the  Sixth,  with  the  same  limitation ; 
and  in  the  next  year,  Sir  Thomas  Percy  was  cre^|ed  Baron 
Egremont,  with  a  similar  remainder.  An  annuity  of  lO/L* 
was  likewise  given,  *^  habendum  sibi  et  heredibus  suis  mas- 
'*  culis  in  perpetuum ;"  which  annuity  is  alluded  to  in 
various  records  in  subsequent  years,  and  the  words  are 
always  precisely  those  which  occur  in  the  patent 

Satisfactory  reasons  can  be  given  why  there  is  no  suo* 
cession  to  either  of  those  dignfties.  The  Elarl  of  Wiltshire 
was  attainted.  Lord  Hoo  and  Hastings  died  without 
issue  male  of  his  body ;  and  a  Sir  Thomas  Hoo,  who  was 
probably  his  next  heir  male,  appears  to  have  been  dbqua- 
lified,  in  consequence  of  having  committed  an  offence 
against  the  crown.  Lord  Egremont,  according  to  some 
authorities,  left  a  son  whose  legitimacy  is  much  disputed : 
his  next  heir  male  was  the  Earl  of  Northumberland,  and 
there  is  no  evidence  that  he  assumed  so  comparatively 
humble  a  title.  Lord  Richmond  Grey  was  attainted  in: 
the  first  of  Edward  the  Fourth.  In  that  year  a  discre- 
tionary  power  was  given  by  parliament  to  the  King  to 
allow  or  disallow  any  title  of  honour  conferred  by  Henry 
the  Fourth,  Fifth,  or  Sixth,  which  grants  were  all  to  be 
valid  excepting  in  the  case  of  such  persons  and  *^  every  of 
them  as  the  King  reputed  or  considered  to  be  his  rebels 
*'  or  enemies*;"  so  that  a  mere  suspicion  on  the  part  of 

*  After  confirming  all  judicial  proceedings  in  the  reigns  of 
Henry  the  Fourth,  Fifth,  and  Sixth,  the  Commons  prayed — 

**  And  also  that  all  letters  patents  made  by  any  of  ^he  said 
*'  late  pretended  Kings,  to  any  person  or  persons,  of  creation, 
"  insignition,  or  erection,  of  any  them,  to  any  estate,  dignity, 
**  or  pre-eminence,  be  to  the  said  person  or  persons,  and  to 
"sach  of  their  heirs  as  been  contained  in  the  said  letters 
'*  patents,  of  such  force,  avail,  and  effect,  as  touching  such 
''  creation,  insignition,  or  erection,  as  though  the  same  letters 
**  patents  had  be  made  or  granted  to  any  of  them  by  any  King 
'<  right  wisely  reigning  in  Uiis  realm,  and  by  just  title  obtaining 
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18S1.  the  crown  enabled  it  to  prevent  the  heirs  of  peersi  who 
were  created  by  the  three  preceding  monarchss  from  inhe- 
riting their  ancestors'  honours.  The  baronies  of  Hoo  and 
£gremont  were  both  created  by  Henry  the  Sixth ;  and  sup- 
posing that  there  were  heirs  male  of  the  body  or  collateral 
of  the  gryiteesy  yet  if  the  loyalty  of  such  heirs  was  at  all 
suspected,  the  King  might  refuse  to  acknowledge  their 
right  to  those  titles — a  fact  which  prevents  an  argument 
being  founded  on  there  being  no  succession  under  the 
patents. 

There  are  two  more  cases,  which  occurred^  so  lately  as 
the  2d  of  Charles  I.,  1627.  They  are  most  important  to 
my  argument,  because  they  state  the  intention  of  the 
crown ;  and  the  words  of  the  grant  carrying  that  intention 
into  effect  are  precisely  the  words  which  occur  in  this 
patent  The  dignities  created  by  those  patents  exist  at 
the  present  hour  in  a  member  of  your  Lordships'  house, 
namely,  the  Earl  of  Cork  and  Orrery. 

The  first  Earl  of  Cork  was  a  very  distinguished  person, 
and  the  crown,  wishing  to  evince  its  sense  of  his  services^ 
and  considering,  as  the  patent  states,  that  it  could  scarcely 
augment  his  own  honours,  it  ennobled  his  younger  sons, 
Lewis  Boyle,  his  second  son,  who  was  then  seven  years  of 
age,  and  Roger  Boyle,  his  third  son.  After  reciting  the 
services  of  the  iather,  the  patent  proceeds  to  state,  that  it 
was  the  King^s  intention  not  j>n\y  to  grant  tlie  dignity  of 
Baron  of  Bandon  Bridge  to  the  said  Lewis  Boyle  and  the 
heirs  male  of  his  body,  but  also  to  ennoble  him  *^  and  other 
*^  the  heirs  male  as  well  of  the  body  as  coUaieral  of  the 
<<  said  earl ; "  and  the  habendum  is  to  the  following  pur- 
port :     '<  To  the  said  Lewis  and  the  heirs  male  of  his  body 


"  the  crown  of  the  same  ;  except  the  persons^  and  evertf  ofthemt 
«  tohich  Ye,  Sovereign  Lord,  repute  and  take  for  your  rebeh  or 
"  enemies. 

'*  Responsio,  This  article  is  agreed  unto,  as  for  the  crea- 
**  tioDy  iDsignition,  or  erection ;  and  that  they  so  create,  in- 
"  signed,  or  erect  shall  have  new  grants  of  the  King  of  their 
**  annuities,  for  the  sustentation  of  their  estates,  as  it  hath  been 
''  of  old  time  accustomed.*'    Rolls  of  Parliamenti  vol.  v.  p.  489. 
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♦  -  • 

«  lawfully  begotten  for  ever;  and  in  default  of  such  issuei        1881. 
''  to  the  heirs  male  of  the  body  of  the  said  Richard  Earl 


'<  of  Cork ;  and  in  default  of  issue  male  of  the  body  of  the 
'^  said  Lewis,  and  of  the  body  of  the  said  earl,  the  said  dignity 
'^  was  to  devolve  on  the  right  heirs  male  of*tIie  said  earl  for 
'*  ever."  The  patent  then  proceeds  to  create  the  s^id  Lewis, 
Viscount  Boyle  of  Kynalnieaky,  with  the  same  limitation. 
Roger  Boyle  was  created  Baron  Broghill,  a  few  months  after- 
wards, in  nearly  the  same  words,  and  with  a  similar  remain- 
der. Lewis  Boyle  died  without  issue,  and  his  elder  brother 
succeeded  to  his  honours,  whose  line  failing,  the  descendant 
of  Roger  (the  younger  brother)  succeeded  to  the  dignities 
created  to  Lewis;  and  those  honours  are  now  vested  in  the 
present  Earl  of  Cork,  as  heir  male  of  the  body  of  Roger, 
and  heir  male  collateral  of  L^wis.  With  these  cases  before 
you,  I  submit  that  you  can  come  to  no  other  decision  than 
one  favourable  to  the  Claimant,  unless  your  Lordships 
think  fit  to  hold  these  grants  to  be  absolutely  void. 

The  crown  expressly  states  that  it  designed  to  include 
the  collateral  heirs  male  of  the  Earl  of  Cork  in  the  suc- 
cession; and  to  give  effect  to  that  intention  what  words 
were  used  ?  why,  the  identical  expression  upon  which  we 
rely  in  this  patent,  as  having  extended  the  estate  in  the 
earldom  of  Devon  to  the  collateral  heirs  male  of  the  grantee. 
I  can  conceive  nothing  stronger  than  this.  We  are  hei*e 
told,  as  plainly  as  the  crown  can  speak,  the  import  of  the 
words  *^  heirs  male"  in  a  patent  of  peerage;  and  if  the 
crown  has  the  power  to  create  what  estate  in  a  peerage  it 
thinks  proper,  and  is  wholly  unshackled  by  the  rules  of 
law  which  apply  to  other  inheritances,  then  I  contend, 
that  your  Lordships  are  bound  by  the  interpretation  which 
it  here  gives  to  its  own  act  Under  these  circumstances,  I 
confidently  trust  that  the  same  construction  will  be  given 
to  the  words  *^  heirs  male"  in  the  patent  to  the  Earl  of 
Devon  as  the  law  advisers  of  the  crown  gave  to  them  in 
the  reign  of  Charles  the  First ;  the  same  construction  as 
they  have  received  in  all  the  cases  to  which  I  have  re- 
fisrred;  the  construction  which  it  is  unquestionable  the 
crown  intended  to  give  them;  which  their  obvious  and 
direct  import  shows  they  ought  to  bear;  which  will  be  in 


SVTOIf  PXBBAGB 
CLAIM. 


DKTOH  nEXKAOS 
CLAIM. 


290  CASES   IN   TH£   HOUSE   OF   LORDS 

1831.  accordance  with  the  meaning  which  Judge  Paston^  in 
the  time  of  Henry  the  Sixth,  and  Lord  Coke,  ascribe  to 
them ;  and  with  their  import  in  common  as  well  as  l^gal 
parlance* 

Lord  Wynford.  —  The  question  with  respect  to  the  Earl 
of  Cork  was  never  disputed ;  it  was  never  discussed.  It 
may  be  presumed  that  the  ancestor  of  the  present  earl 
would  not  have  been  permitted  to  assume  the  rights  of 
earl  if  he  had  not  been  entitled  by  law. 

Mr.  Nicdas.  —  Certainly  not ;  but  the  title  was  assumed 
by  the  descendant  of  the  elder  brother  of  Lewis.  ^I  have 
a  note  of  the  style  under  which  he  was  proclaimed  on  his 
being  elected  a  knight  of  the  garter,  in  which  these  titles 
occur.  That  is  an  authority  no  higher  than  the  herald's, 
but  the  heralds  of  that  day  were  fully  competent  to  form  a 
correct  judgment  upon  the  subject  I  therefore  contend 
that  the  words  in  the  patent  of  Sir  Edward  Courtenay 
must  receive  the  same  construction  as  was  given  to  them  in 
the  patents  to  Lewis  and  Roger  Boyle  in  the  time  of 
Charles  the  First  If  we  are  to  look  beyond  the  patent 
for  the  intention  of  the  crown,  that  intention  is  particularly 
manifested,  not  only  by  extending  the  dignity  to  the  heir 
male  of  the  grantee,  but  by  this  fact,  that  although  very 
soon  after  the  patent  issued  to  Sir  Exlward  Courtenay  he 
became  an  object  of  suspicion,  yet  he  was  restored  in 
blood,  by  which  act  the  succession  was  opened  to  his  col- 
lateral heir  male;  and  full  effect  was  thus  given  to  that 
which  it  is  submitted  was  the  design  of  the  crown  in  grant- 
ing the  patent 

Lord  fVynford.  —  You  cannot,  by  any  rule  of  law,  look 
out  of  a  patent ;  and  you  cannot  have  a  stronger  argument 
to  the  point  than  that  which  is  contained  in  the  patent 
There  is  a  peculiar  privilege  conferred  upon  this  earl, 
which  was  rarely  granted  to  any  other.  We  may  take  the 
evidence  arising  from  other  cases,  with  a  view  to  construe 
this ;  but  we  must,  in  the  construction,  confine  ourselves 
to  the  patent  itself. 

*  In  the  case  of  Faringdoo,  in  the  lltli  of  Henry  VI.  See 
page  261. 
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Mr.  Nicolas.  —  I  am  aware  of  it,  my  Lord ;  and  I  shall  1831. 
now  anticipate  an  argument  which  may  be  raised  by  the 
Attorney-General,  namely,  that  this  patent  must  have 
originated  in  error.  The  earldom  was  created  to  Sir 
Edward  Courtenay  and  his  heirs  male  for  ever ;  and  the 
patent  goes  on  to  state,  that  the  grantee  and  his  ''heirs 
^  male''  (using  the  very  same  words  which  occur  before  in 
that  patent,  and  the  same  words  which  occur  in  the  privy 
seal  bill,)  shall  enjoy  the  same  precedency  as  any  of  the 
earl's  ancestors  ever  enjoyed.  This  appears  to  marie  out, 
that  it  was  intended  to  restore  the  heirs  male  collateral  of 
the  grantee  to  the  honours  which  they  would  have  enjoyed 
but  for  the  attainders.  By  the  exercise  of  the  prerogative 
which  the  crown  then  possessed,  that  patent  restored  the 
dignity,  carrying  back  the  precedency  beyond  the  date  of 
the  instrument,  and  fixing  the  place  which  the  earl  and  his 
heirs  male  were  to  enjoy  in  parliaments  and  all  other 
assemblies,  according  to  the  position  in  which  their  an- 
cestors originally  stood;  a  fact  which  conclusively  shows 
the  intention  of  the  crown. 

There  is  only  one  other  subject  which  remains  to  be 
noticed,  and  which  arose  from  an  observation  of  a  noble 
and  learned  Lord.*  It  is  this,  —  Whether  the  non-claim 
on  the  part  of  the  collateral  heir  male,  during  the  long 
period  which  has  elapsed  since  the  death  of  Sir  Ekiward 
Courtenay,  can  interfere  with  the  right  of  the  claimant  ? 
Such  an  objection  is  wholly  untenable,  for  there  is  no 
point  more  clearly  established  by  your  Lordships  than  that 
time  is  not  a  bar  to  a  claim  to  a  peerage ;  and  instances 
of  claims  to  dignities  after  the  lapse  of  two  hundred,  and, 
in  one  case,  of  four  hundred,  years  f,  can  be  cited.  An 
attempt  was  indeed  made  to  impede  the  right  of  Lord 
Willoughby  de  Broke  and  Lord  Berners,  the  one  in  leQ^, 
the  other  in  1719,  on  that  ground;  but  the  House  over- 
ruled the  objections ;  and  there  is  a  remarkable  letter  from 

*  See  page  256. 

-|-  See  the  "  Report  of  the  Proceedings  on  the  Claim  to  the 
Barony  of  Lisle,"  8vo.  1829,  pp.  106—106.  and  '<  Cruise  on 
Dignities,"  p.  167. 
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1831.        the  Earl  of  Huntingdon,  in  February,  1695  *,  stating  that 
"^"^'^^       he  was  unable  to  attend,  but  praying  another  peer  to  do  so 

CLAIM.  for  him,  and  to  use  his  utmost  efforts  to  resist  that  doc- 
trine. Lord  Erskine's  eloquent  observations  in  the  Ban- 
bury case  on  this  subject  are  peculiarly  cogent  and  im- 
portant '*  Questions  of  peerage  are  not  fettered  by  the 
**  rules  of  law  that  prescribe  the  limitation  of  actions ; 
'^  and  it  is  one  of  the  brightest  privileges  of  our  order,  that 
'*  we  transmit  to  our  descendants  a  title  to  the  honours  we 
'*  have  inherited  or  earned,  which  is  incapable  either  of 
*'  alienation  or  surrender."  f 

On  concluding  my  address  to  your  Lordships,  I  can- 
not refrain  from  expressing  the  confidence  I  feel,  that 
you  will  be  satisfied  that  the  heir  male  of  the  house  of 
Courtenay  is  entitled,  under  the  patent  of  Queen  Mary, 
to  the  earldom  of  Devon, — a  dignity  which  his  ancestors 
enjoyed  for  many  centuries,  but  of  which  they  were  de- 
prived by  iniquitous  attainders  in  those  unhappy  periods 
of  our  history,  when  loyalty  to  the  king  de  facto  was  visited 
by  the  heaviest  penalties  on  the  accession  of  the  king  de 
jure  i  and  when  neither  purity  of  motives,  nor  adherence 
to  the  first  duty  of  a  subject,  could  protect  the  noblest 
and  the  best  of  this  realm  from  being  branded  as  traitors. 
For  these  reasons,  my  Lords,  I  may  be  permitted  to  add, 
that  your  decision  in  favour  of  the  claimant  would  be 
no  less  consonant  with  moral  justice  than  with  legal  prin- 
ciples. 

The  Lard  Chancellor.  —  Mr.  Attorney-General,  It  is 
right  that  you  should  have  an  opportunity  of  reading  the 
evidence,  and  objecting  if  you  should  be  advised ;  but  the 
main  point  in  this  case  is,  the  construction  of  the  words 
<<heredibus  suis  masculis  in  perpetuum;"  perhaps  you 
might  finish  that  argument  now. 

AHomey'General.'---l  do  not  apprehend  that  would 
save  time.     It  is  not  likely  that  I  should  have  any  ob- 

•  CoUins's  "  Precedents  of  Baronies  by  Writ,"  pp.  330,  331. 

t  Appendix  to  the  Report  of  the  Proceedings  of  the  House 
of  Lords  on  the  Claims  to  the  Barony  of  Gardner,  by  Denis  le 
Marchant,  Esq.,  Barrister  at  Law,  p.  464. 
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servations  to  make  on  the  proof  of  facts,  as  they  appear        1831. 
quite  satisfactory ;  but  on  the  point  of  law  there  are  some      ^"«v^^ 
remarks  to  be  made.  '*»^*^"  kmao« 

CLAIM. 

T/ie  Attoma^GeneraL — It  is  my  duty,  on  the  part  of  Sd  March, 
the  crown,  to  submit  some  observations  which  have  oc- 
curred to  me  upon  the  subject  of  this  claim,  and  also  to 
crave  your  Lordships'  attention  to  some  authorities  which 
have  not  been  quoted  on  the  other  side,  and  from  which,  I 
must  confess  with  great  reluctance,  I  cannot  but  persuade 
myself  that  your  Lordships  will  discover  that  the  claim 
which  is  now  set  up  to  the  earldom  of  Devon  is  not 
established,  and  cannot  be  ratified  by  the  committee. 

Before  I  proceed  to  eoter  upon  that  part  of  the  argu- 
ment, I  will  take  the  liberty  of  adverting  to  that  which 
has  been  stated  by  my  learned  friends  in  support  of  this 
claim ;  and  I  think  that  they  have  not  in  more  than  one 
instance  brought  before  your  Lordships  a  case  in  which  a 
claim  of  this  sort  has  been  acknowledged.  That  single 
case*  is  that  of  the  Irish  peerage  of  Bandon  Bridge, 
granted  to  the  noble  family  of  Boyle,  and  which  appears 
to  have  been  enjoyed  by  the  Earl  of  Cork,  together  with 
bis  earldom.  That,  1  think,  is  the  only  case  in  which  any 
enjoyment  is  proved  to  have  been  had  under  a  grant  like 
the  present,  in  the  manner  now  contended  for,  —  an  enjoy- 
ment, however,  as  was  observed  by  one  of  your  Lord- 
ships f,  which  underwent  no  discussion,  and  obtained  no 
decision,  on  the  part  of  the  Irish  House  of  Peers.  The 
Earl  of  Cork  was  himself,  according  to  the  language  of 
the  grant,  satiated  with  honours;  his  eldest  son  would 
succeed  to  that  earldom ;  and  to  his  second  son  Lewis, 
then  a  child  of  only  seven  years  of  age,  the  peerage  of 
Bandon  Bridge  was  granted.  He  died  without  issue; 
and  the  title  devolved  on  his  elder  brother,  the  Earl  of 
Cork.     The  Earl  of  Cork  assumed  the  title  of  Bandon 

*  Roger  Boyle,  the  third  sod,  was  created  Baron  of  Brogbill 
shortly  afterwards,  with  the  same  limitation  (mutatis  mutandis) 
as  his  brother  Lewis  Boyle. 

f  Lord  Wynford. 
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1881»  Bridge^  and  was  allowed  to  assume  it.  Tliere  was  no 
counter  claim.  There  was  no  disputed  pointy  no  con- 
troversy, which  brought  the  matter  in  issue  before  the 
House  of  Lords ;  and  therefore  it  results  iti  the  simple 
fret,  that  it  being  immaterial  to  his  rank  and  dignity 
whether  he  sat  with  the  superior  title  or  the  inferior, 
nobody  thought  it  worth  while  to  dispute  that  claim,  and 
he  was  permitted  to  pass  as  Lord  Broghill,  as  well  as  Earl 
of  Cork.  I  must  own,  that  being,  as  it  appears  to  me,  the 
only  case  in  point,  or  indeed  at  all  resembling  this,  ini 
which  any  enjoyment  has  followed  the  grant,  I  can  hardly 
conceive  there  is  a  great  quantity  of  authority  for  the 
crown  to  contend  with. 

I  do  not  wish,  certainly,  to  dispute  the  prerogative  of  the 
crown  to  grant  a  peerage  in  any  terms  in  which  the  crown 
can  lawfully  grant  an  honour.  No  doubt  the  crown  has 
power  in  any  terms  to  grant  it ;  and  the  only  question  will 
/be,  in  each  particular  case,  whetlier,  according  to  the  sound 
construction  of  the  letters  patent,  it  has  in  point  of  &ct 
been  so  grant^.  Now,  in  the  very  able  argument  of  my 
learned  friend  Mr.  Pepys,  he,  in  the  first  places  adverted 
to  some  anterior  history  of  this  noble  family,  merely  with 
the  object  of  shewbg  the  great  probability  of  the  letters 
patent  before  your  Lordships  having  been  intended  to 
grant  that  which  is  now  claimed,  —  the  earldom,  in  the 
line  in  which  it  is  now  supposed  to  go.  Your  Lordsbipsy 
I  think,  distinctly  held  that  those  former  patents  could  not 
be  resorted  to  for  any  such  purpose.  They  are  undoubtedly 
before  you  for  the  legitimate  purpose  of  making  out  the 
pedigree,  and  upon  that  subject  I  am  disposed  to  admit 
most  fully,  and  I  do  admit,  that  upon  the  pedigree  no 
doubt  whatever  can  fairly  be  raised.  The  proof  of  the 
descent  of  the  individual  is  clearly  and  satjs&ctorily  made 
out:  the  sole  question,  therefore,  is  as  to  the  right  de- 
pending upon  the  terms  of  the  letters  patent. 

The  very  learned  gentlemen  who  have  preceded  me  on 
the  other  side  upon  this  occasion  have  observed,  that  there 
were  several  other  patents  granted  in  the  reign  of  Richard 
the  Second;  and  they  draw  a  distinction  between  one  of 
those  patents,  as  I  und^:stand  them,  and,  I  think,  the  other 
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seven,  or  eight,  which  they  suppose  to  make  strongly  in  189K 
fiivour  of  their  argument.  Those  patent^  I  have,  no 
doubt,  were  correctly  stated  by  my  learned  friend.  Sdll  1 
apprehend  that  there  is  really  nothing  in  the  argument  by 
which  those  patents  are  supposed  to  raise  an  inference  in 
fiivonr  of  the  present  claim.  The  statement  of  their  argu- 
ment, as  I  understand  it,  is  this,— that  Richard  the  Second 
granted  to  his  then  favourite.  Sir  William  Scrope,  the 
earldom  of  Wiltshire,  and  that  he  granted,  at  the  same 
time,  seven  or  eight  other  titles,  one  of  them  only  for  lifey 
the  others  to  the  individuals  named,  and  the  heirs  male  of 
their  bodies ;  but  the  earldom  of  Wiltshire  was  granted  to 
him  and  his  heirs  male.  Now,  from  the  fact  of  these  dif- 
ferent grants  being  made  in  one  day,  differing  in  their 
language  from  one  another,  perhaps  I  might  suggest  a 
doubt  whetlier,  in  point  of  law,  any  argument  can  be 
raised.  I  might  question  whether  those  several  patents 
could  be  examined,  for  the  purpose  of  explaining  one 
another;  because,  although  the  one  may  have  its  peculiar 
language,  and  the  others  may  be  different,  still  I  am  not 
aware  of  any  thing  that  would  take  it  out  of  the  operation 
of  the  ordinary  rule  of  law,  which  prescribes  that  every 
record  must  be  judged  of  by  itself,  that  every  written  docu- 
ment must  be  taken  as  a  thing  entire  and  complete,  and 
that  no  resort  can  be  had  to  other  documents  for  the  pur- 
pose of  shewing  the  intention  of  those  who  executed  the 
former.  If  there  be  many  documents  of  a  certain  period, 
whose  uniformity  of  language  establishes  so  ordinary  and 
so  accustomed  a  course  of  proceeding  as  to  interpret  the 
words  used ;  and  if  all  parties  acquiesced  in  the  right,  as 
claimed  under  documents  of  such  a  description ;  evidence 
of  the  meaning  at  that  time  assigned  to  the  words  employed 
might,  perhaps,  fairly  arise  from  the  comparison.  But 
that  ground  of  evidence  wholly  fails  in  the  present  case 
for  want  of  all  proof  how  any  one  of  those  dignities  was 
enjoyed  after  the  life  of  the  original  grantee.  Scrope,  Earl 
of  Wiltshire,  as  we  all  know,  forfeited  his  life,  for  treason, 
in  the  reign  of  Henry  the  Fourth,  and  those  coming  after 
might  have  succeeded  to  the  title;  but  whether  ho 
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IftSh  succeeded  or  not  is  a  matter  left  in  entire  doubt.  We  do 
not  find  that  his  issue  *  succeeded  to  that  title,  or  was  ever 
called  upon  to  come  into  this  house  by  virtue  of  it  I 
do  not  deny  that  the  historical  facts  of  these  several  cases 
may  properly  and  reasonably  cast  light  on  the  meaning  of 
such  documents,  but  their  history  is  traced  no  further. 
There  is  the  most  complete  absence  of  evidence,  none  with 
reference  to  this  jndividual  being  produced  ;  and  witli  re- 
gard to  all  the  other  persons  who  are  named  in  these 
grants,  the  same  utter  destitution  of  proof  prevails.  There 
is,  then,  really  no  enjoyment  whatever,  no  exercise  of 
rights,  to  illustrate  the  nature  of  the  grant  intended  to  be 
made. 

'  I  apprehend  that  it  is  nothing  but  enjoyment  and  ex- 
ercise of  right  that  can  properly  be  taken  into  account 
here ;  and  when  I  am  told  that  some  royal  person  was  ad- 
vised by  his  councillors  to  make  two  difierent  grants  on 
the  same  day,  one  in  one  form  of  expression  and  one  in 
another,  though  I  should  not  be  able,  perhaps,  to  account 
for  that  difference,  it  seems  quite  answer  enough  for  me  to 
say,  that  neither  I  nor  those  who  adduce  it  explain  it  to 
your  Lordships'  satisfaction.  It  is  not  to  be  assumed  thai 
good  reason  exists  where  none  ap)iears«  Great  errors  may 
may  be  made ;  blunders  or  slips  may  have  entered  into  the 
drawing  up  of  these  solemn  documents.  Some  motive 
must  have  swayed  the  mind  of  him  who  drew  them,  but  a 
motive^  perhaps,  resting  on  the  principle  of  reason ;  and 
until  it  is  shewn  that  there  is  an  enjoyment  under  a  series 
of  documents  which  justly  raise  the  inference  of  a  general 
understanding  of  the  law  at  that  time  prevailing,  I  appre- 
hend there  can  be  no  inference  drawn  to  the  prejudice  of 
the  crown,  or  for  extending  die  grant  beyond  the  necessary 
meaning  of  its  words. 

While  there  is  no  evidence  of  enjoyment,   therefore, 

*  The  Earl  of  Wiluhire  was  the  eldest  son  of  Richard,  first 
Lord  Scrope  of  Bolton,  and  died  vUd  patris,  without  issu^. 
On  the  death  of  his  father,  Roger  the  second  son  succeeded  to 
the  barony,  which  was  enjoyed  by  the  heirs  male  of  his  body 
for  many  generations. 
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under  any  one  of  these  grants,  this  case,  exhibits  the  18S1; 
remarkable  fact  of  a  long  acquiescence,  from  the  reign  of 
Queen  Mary  to  the  reign  of  the  present  sovereign,  in  the 
non-enjoyment  of  the  dignity.  I  admit  that  it  cannot 
operate  as  an  extinguishment  of  right,  nor  as  a  bar  or  an 
estoppel  to  the  claim,  because  I  know,  that  whenever  a 
right  to  a  dignity  exists,  that  right  may  be  evoked  from  the 
silence  of  ages  by  the  noble  person  entitled,  whatever  laches 
his  ancestors  may  have  committed.  I  do,  however,  submit, 
that  it  is  the  best  possible  evidence  of  the  opinion  of  the 
lawyers  at  that  time,  and  the  concurrent  opinion  of  all  who 
acquiesced  in.  an  exclusion  of  so  important  a  description. 

It  appears,  by  the  pedigree,  that  the  collateral  heirs  male 
of  Sir  Edward  Courtenay  were  persons  in  a  highly  respect- 
able station  of  life,  fully  competent  to  have  asserted  their 
claim  at  that  time.  Can  it  be  doubted,  that  when  Sir 
Edward  Courtenay  ceased  to  be  Eilrl  of  Devon,  the  heirs 
at  law  (and  we  learn  there  were  four  sisters,  the  daughters 
of  Sir  Hugh  Courtenay,)  would  have  taken  the  best  advice 
that  could  possibly  have  been  obtained, — that  they  would 
know  how  this  grant  stood  ?  I  have  undoubtedly  a  right 
U>  say,  that  when  persons  in  that  station  of  life  refrain  from 
making  a  claim,  the  case  differs  very  materially  from  that 
of  persons  who  are  in  a  humble  station,  and  who  may  never 
have  had  their  attention  called  to  the  circumstance  of  their 
inheriting  noble  blood.  It  was  said  that  it  probably  oc- 
curred in  consequence  of  mistakes  having  been  made  in 
the  published  notes  of  the  grant  of  this  dignity ;  but  I  am 
not  aware  that  this  has  been  stated  in  evidence  before  your 
Lordships,  or  that,  if  such  proof  had  been  given,  your 
minds  could  have  been  affected  by  it.  I  think  so,  because 
the  original  document  would  naturally  have  been  referred 
to;  and  if  any  copy  contained  this  mistake^  it  would  ilot  be 
only  because  the  language  in  this  particular  part  was  felt  to 
be  immaterial,  and  the  party  was  satisfied  that  he  had  no 
l^al  ground  upon  which  he  could  establish  the  claim. 

There  is  another  important  fact,  namely,  that  an  annuity 
granted,  according  to  a  frequent  custom  of  those  days,  for 
the  support  of  this  honour,  and  by  the  same  letters  patent, 
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It8l4  was  charged  upon  the  customs  of  the  crown,  and  was  to 
be  paid  out  of  that  revenue.  It  was  granted  precisely  id 
the  same  words*  or  rather  in  a  still  stronger  tone  of  idea* 
titj) — ^^heredibui  masculis  predictis ;"  the  grant  itself  being 
*< heredibus  masculis**  It  would  be  a  slight  criticism  on  the 
word  *^  predictis''  to  say,  if  the  ^  heredibus  masculis"  was 
to  apply  to  heirs  male,  it  was  unnecessary  to  introduce  the 
word  **  predictis  f"  but  that  might  appear  a  trifling  ob- 
servation, l>ecause  it  was  not  unfrequent  to  introduce  tau-* 
tologous  words  of  reference  where  they  might  not  be 
necessary  ;*  but  your  Lordships  will  hot  forget,  that  at  that 
time  the  customs  were  hereditary  in  the  crown,  and  that  by 
the  charge  of  an  annuity  upon  the  customs,  the  crown 
might  part  with  any  interest  as  large  as  it  possessed.  I 
will  take  the  liberty  of  drawing  your  attention  to  the  charter 
of  the  25th  of  Edward  I.,  in  which  the  king,  making  a 
grant  to  the  commonalty,  uses  this  expression ;  *^  saving 
**  to  us  and  our  heirs  the  custom  of  wools,  skins,  and 
*'  leather,  granted  before  by  the  communalty  aforesaid.'' 
It  is,  therefore,  precisely  the  same  thing  (though  it  may 
simplify  the  consideration)  if  it  were  granted  to  be  an 
annuity  out  of  the  demesne  land  of  the  crown,  permanently 
to  the  heirs  male  of  the  grantee  of  the  dignity.  •  Now  is 
not  that  a  clear  exposition,  and  a  true  documentary  ex« 
position,  of  the  writing  here  interpreted  before  your  Lord- 
ships? ^*  Heredibus  masculis"  must  mean  some  particular 
set  of  *^  heredes  masculos."  The  annuity  is  granted  clearly 
to  heirs  male  of  the  body  only ;  therefore  I  think  it  is  no 
illegitimate  argument,  that  the  dignity  was  intended  to  be 
no  more  extended  than  the  annuity.  The  persons  using 
the  language  were  competent  to  understand  the  legal  effect 
of  the  language  they  employed ;  they  must  have  known  the 
annuity  was  so  granted :  it  would  follow,  therefore,  that 
the  dignity  was  to  go  where  the  annuity  went. 

Lord  Wynfard. — Have  you  any  authority  for  holding 
that  the  grant  of  an  annuity  from  the  customs  would  be 
within  the  statute  "  de  donis  ?" 

The  Attomey^GeneraU — I  am  not  aware  of  any  authority 
of  that  description ;  but  I  think  I  can  prove  by  that  statute 
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that  the  customs  were  hereditary  in  the  crown.     There        1831. 
have  been  many  arguments  raised  on  the .  statute  *'  de 
'^  doois;"  and  there  would  be  a  great  doubt  whether  that 
statute  can  be  considered  applicable  at  all,  that  is,  with  a 
view  to  the  alienation  of  dignities,  which  I  hold  to  be 
completely  incompetent  by   the  law  of  England.     The 
words  of  that  grant  are  these :  "  Habendum  ,et  tenendum 
'*  nomen  statum  stilum  titulum   honor^   et  dignitatem 
'*  eomitis  Devonie  predicte  cum  omnibus  et  singulis  pre- 
**  eminenciis  honoribus  et  ceteris  quibuscunque  hujusmodl 
*'  statui   eomitis  Devonie  pertinentibus   sive  spectantibus 
^*  prefato  Edwardo  et  heredibus  suis  masculis  imperpetuum 
**  £t  ulterius  de  uberiori  gratia  nostra  volumus  et  per  pre- 
**  sentes  ooncedimus  prefato  nunc  comiti  quod  idem  comes 
'*  et  heredes  sui  masculi  habeant  teneant  gaudeant  et  pos* 
*'  sideant  tarn  in  omnibus  et  singulis  parliamentis  nostris 
*'  imposterum  tenendis  quam  in  omnibus  et  singulis  aliis 
*{  locis  quibuscunque   tales   et   hujusmodi  preeminendam 
**  dignitatem  statum  honorem  et  loca  in  omnibus  quales 
**  aliquis  antecessorum  dicti  nunc  eomitis  antehac  comes 
^  Devonie  existens  habuit  tenuit  aut  gavisus  fuit."     Then 
it  goes  on  to  say,  **  £t  quia  crescente  status  celsitudine 
*'  ex  oonsequenti  necessario  crescunt  sumptus  et  onera 
**  grandiora  et  ut  idem  comes  melius  decencius  et  honoris- 
'*  ficencius  statum  predicti  eomitis  Devonie  ac  onera  ipsius 
<<  eomitis  incumbentia  manutenere  et  sustentare  valeat  de 
**  uberiori  gratia  nostra  dedimus  et  concessimus  ac  per 
**  preaentes  damns  et  concedimus  pro  nobis  et  heredibus 
**  nostris  pre&to  comiti  et  heredibus  suis  predictis  viginti 
**  libras  annuas  legalis  monete  Anglie  habendum  et  per- 
^  cipiendum   annuatim    sibi  et  heredibus   suis  predictis 
''  imperpetuum   de  parva  custuma  nostra  infra  portum 
'*  nostrum  Londoni  per  manus  custumariorum   sive  coU 
'^  lectorum  custume  predicte  pro  tempore  existentium  ad 
*'  fiesta  Sancti  Michaelis  Archangeli  et  Pasche  per  equales 
''  portionts  solvendas     £o  quod  expressa  mencio,'^  &;c. 
Therefore  the  language  is  clearly  such  with  respect  to  the 
two  grants  as  to  found  the  argument  I  have  submitted, 
Ibat  a  grant  out  of  the  customs  or  the  hereditory  revenues 
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'1881«        would  be  a  grant  to  a  person  and  the  heirs  of  his  body, 
where  the  expression  was  <*  the  heirs  male." 

7^e  Lot'd  Chancellor. — That,  it  will  be  said,  admits  of 
two  answers;  first,  that  this  would  be  a  grant  of  this 
annuity  to  the  heirs  male  general ;  that  these  words  would 
give  it  to  the  heirs  male  general,  to  whom  the  former  part 
of  the  grant  had  been  made,  without  words  of  limitation, 
if  that  is  possible  in  law.  If  that  is  impossible  in  law,  then 
that  the  construction  is,  that  the  grant  of  the  honour,  (be- 
cause the  honour  may  go  to  heirs  male  general,)  is  a  grant 
to  the  heirs  male  general  without  limitation ;  and  that  the 
grant  of  the  twenty  pounds  out  of  the  petty  customs,  for 
the  sustentation  of  the  said  honour,  is  a  grant  to  eflfisct  that 
object  as  far  as  the  law  will  allow  the  king  so  to  grant  it; 
for  example,  I  may  hold  an  honour  in  perpetuity,  and 
which  cannot  be  barred  by  fine  and  recovery.  I  have 
only  one  mode  of  surrendering  an  estate  to  the  same 
uses  as  an  honour,  because  by  law  I  may  not  create  a  per- 
petuity in  that  way.  There  is  only  one  means  of  doing  it, 
which  is,  by  granting  the  land,  with  reversion  in  the 
crown,  which  creates  the  only  perpetuity  known  in  our 
law,  if  it  is  not  done  covenously.  But  supposing  I,  an 
individual,  who  have  no  right  to  claim  a  perpetuity,  but 
can  claim  that  which  is  incident  to  fine  and  recovery, 
obtain  a  grant  for  my  son  dr  my  nephew,  and  I  wish  to 
endow  him  with  a  real  estate:  the  crown  has  granted  a 
title  by  way  of  perpetuity ;  I  can  give  the  estate  only  sub- 
ject to  fine  and  recovery.  I  give  it  so  far  as  the  law  will 
allow  me,  subject  to  the  nature  of  the  estate.  So,  sup- 
posing the  argument  to  be  right,  the  heirs  male  may  take 
the  honour  without  the  words  of  limitation.  The  crown 
intended  the  honour  should  be  endowed  with  the  annuity, 
it  therefore  grants  an  annuity  generally  to  the  heirs  male, 
to  whom  the  honour  would  go ;  but  the  law  interferes,  and 
will  not  allow  a  new  kind  of  estate,  namely,  an  annuity,  to 
go  to  the  heirs  male  whatsoever ;  therefore  the  whole  effect 
of  the  grant  would  be,  that  the  crown  would  give  it  to  sus- 
tain the  title  as  far  as  the  law  would  allow. 

Liord  tfynford,  —  Have  you  found  any  instance  of  the 
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grantee  of  an  annuity  of  this  description  applying  to  the        1831. 
Exchequer  to  get  the  annuity  paid  ?  v^^i^,^ 

The  AUomey-GeneraL  —  Very   probably,    such   appH-  »«wirp««aAaa 
cations  were  made  in  olden  times;  but  I  do  not  know  of 
any  instance. 

The  Lord  Chancellor.  —  There  is  one  instance  in  more 
modem  times  of  such  a  grant:  the  late  Duke  of  Richmond 
was  in  possession  of  a  grant  from  Charles  the  Second  of  a 
payment  out  of  coals  brought  into  the  river. 

The  Attomey^GeneraL  —  And  the  Ormond  family  in 
Ireland,  of  the  butlerage  of  wines.  I  do  not  mean,  by  a 
reference  to  this  part  of  the  patent,  to  put  this  as  decisive ; 
but  if  it  turns  out,  on  inquiry,  that  this  grant  of  the  an- 
.  nuity  is  a  grant  to  the  heirs  male  of  the  body,  then  the 
circumstance  of  the  annuity  being  so  granted  raises  the 
argument  I  have  ventured  to  apply;  and  I  do  not  now 
take  notice  of  the  other  branch  of  the  argument,  because  I 
shall  enter  upon  that  separately. 

I  would  farther  observe,  that  supposing  there  is  any 
mistake  in  point  of  laW)  and  that  the  grant  of  the  annuity 
was  only  a  valeat  quantum  grant,  if  I  may  so  express  it, 
with  a  consciousness  that  the  law  would  not  permit  it  to  go 
in  the  same  line  as  the  honour  — - 

JTie  Lord  Chancellor.  —  I  would  not  put  it,  that  it  was  a 
mistake,  but  that  the  crown  *knew,  when  it  was  granting 
the  honour,  that  it  was  granting  it  with  the  generality; 
and  that  ft  knew,  when  granting  the  annuity,  that  it  was 
granting  it  subject  to  those  incidents  which  applied  to 
land. 

The  Aitomejf'GeneraL  —  I  did  not  intend  to  use  the 
word  mistake :  but  supposing  that  the  crown  had  that  in- 
tention, there  were  learned  men  in  those  days  advising  the 
crown  in  regard  to  its  legal  proceedings,  who  were  per- 
fectly competent  to  put  it  in  a  right  course;  and  they 
would  have  taken  care,  I  should  think,  not  to  raise  an 
inference  which  would  allow  of  doubt.  I  cannot  help 
thinking  that  those  very  great  lawyers  who  were  living  in 
the  d^s  of  the  Tudors  would  not  have  left  it  doubtful 
whether  the  crown  was  doing  an  illegal  act ;  and  if  there 
had  been  such  an  intention,  going  a  certain  way  with 
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IBSU       regard  to  the  one,  and  only  a  certain  way  with  regard  to 

^"^v^^      the  other,  those  very  learned  men  would,  I  think,  have 

BXTON  nsAAtti  taken  care  that  there  should  not  be  a  different  effect  pro- 

duoed  by  words  which,  in  respect  of  the  two  different 
subject-matters,  would  have  such  a  different  operation. 
This  leads  to  another  observation  :  if  there  had  been  an 
intention  to  grant  to  all  the  heirs  male  of  Hugh  Earl  of 
Devon,  the  first  earl  of  that  name,  there  could  be  no  diffi« 
culty  of  declaring  that  intention,  and  setting  it  out  clearly 
in  the  letters  patent;  instead  of  which,  it  is  always  re- 
ferred to  Edward  as  the  stock  and  the  heirs  male  of  that 
Edward. 

In  the  inquisition  posi  mortem  on  the  death  of  the  Earl 
of  Devon,  from  whom  the  noble  Viscount  claims  his  dignity, 
there  occurs  a  reference  to  this  very  grant  itself.  I  find 
stated,  as  a  part  of  the  property  of  which  that  noUe  earl 
died  seised,  ^f  Ac  de  et  in  predicto  prate  in  Colyton  pre- 
**  dicto  vocato  The  Parke  Meadowe  predicto  necnon  de 
**  et  in  omnibus  et  singulis  predictis  honoribus  castris  do- 
'*  minijs  manerijs  terris  tenementis  hundredis  redditibus 
^*  feodis  sUinnarijs  ^dvocationibus  et  hereditatibns  et  ceteris 
*^  premissis  omnibus  et  singulis  cum  eorum  pertinenciis  in 
<^  forma  predicta  seisitus  existens  diu  ante  obitum  pre&ti 
<'  nuper  comitis  in  predicta  commissione  nominati  videlicet 
<<  vicesimo  octavo  die  Septembri!»  anno  regni  ejusdem  domine 
Regine  nunc  primo  per  literas  suas  patentes  magno  sigiUo 
stto  Anglie  sigillatas  datas  apud  Turrim  Londineosis 
«  eodem  vicesimo  octavo  die  Septembris  predicto  anno 
'^  regni  ejusdem  domine  Regine  primo  et  juratis  predictis 
'<  super  captionem  hujus  inquisitionis  sub  eodem  magno 
<<  sigillo  Anglie  ostensas  ad  humilem  petitionem  predicti 
<<  nuper  comitis  in  commissione  predicta  superius  nominati 
^^  et  ad  dignitatis  et  gradus  sui  meliorem  sustentationem  de 
^*  gratia  sua  speciali  ac  ex  certa  sciencia  et  mero  motu  suis 
**  dedit  et  concessit  eidem  Ekiwardo  nuper  comid  per  nomen 
'<  charissimi  consanguinei  ipsius  domine  Regine  Edwardi 
<*  C!ourtney  militis  comitis  Devonie  filij  Henrici  nuper 
*^  march  ionis  Exonie  defuncti  omnia  et  singula  predicta 
"  honores  castra  dominia  maneria  terras  tenementa  reddi^ 
<<  tus  advocationes  hundreda  ieoda  stannaria  et  heredita^ 
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*^  meuta  ac  cetera  omnia  premissa  cum  eorum  juribus        1881. 

••  membris  et  pertinentiis  quibuscunque/'    Then  it  takes      ^"^v^ 

np  the  whole  of  the  parcels  of  which  he  died   seised.  •'^^'""■•**' 

(Inter  alia)  *<  habendum  tenendum  et  gaudendum  pr'edio- 

*<  tarn  parcum  de  Colcomb  predicta  curfin  predicta  man* 

<*  sione  in  eodem  parco  et  predicto  prato  in  Coliton  pre* 

**  dicta  vocato  Le  Parke  Meadowe  necnon  predicta  domi« 

<*  nia  et  maneria  de  C!olumpjohn  Paddebroke  et  Toppes- 

<^  bam  predictum  manerium  et  burgum  de  Kenne  predicta 

<<  dominia  et  maneria  de  Vielston  Beamvorthie  Cherubeare 

**  Langdon  North  Forde  Southe  Alington  et  Skyrydon  ac 

^  predicta  messuagia  terras  tenementa  et  cetera  premissa 

**  io  Bampton   et  Petershaies  Tyverton  alias   Twyverton 

**  Chulraeleigh  et  Hunticote  Ilfracomb  Luerleigh  Loser* 

*<  nore  Westhome  et  Newton  Abbott  predictis  necnon 

^  predicta  opera  stannarioruni  yocata  Shelloke  Holcomb 

**  CoUmore  Heathfild  Southslade  Dingbridge  Smalcomb  et 

**  Ljtelcomb  predicta  ac  predictas  advocationes  predictarum 

<^  rectoriarum  et  ecclesiarum  de  Kenne  Westogwell  Dar* 

^*  lington  Mylton  Damerell  Stokedamerell  Thoraughleigh 

^*  et  Woodleighe    Ac  predictum  servicium  yicesime  partis 

**  unias  feodi  militis  exeuntis  de  predictis  tenementis  pre* 

*^  dicti  Petri  Carewe  militis  ac  predictum  annualem  reddi* 

^^  turn  viginti  trium  solidorum  et  sex  denariorum  et  ser* 

«  vtcia  exenntia  de  predicto  manerio  de  Chetelhampton 

^*  predictum  annualem  redditum  novem  librarum  novem 

**  solidorum  septem  denariorum  et  unius  obuU  et  servicia 

'<  exeuntia  de  predicto  manerio  et  parco  de  Darlington 

'*  predicto  Et  predictum  annualem  redditum  quadraginta 

^  solidorum  et  servicia  exeuntia  de  predicto  manerio  de 

«  Twykebeare  predicta  inter  alia  prefato  Edwardo  nuper 

<<  Comiti  Devonie  in  predicta  commissione  nominato  et 

^  beredibus  de  corpore  suo  legitime  procreatis  et  pro- 

*•  creandis/' 

So  that  one  of  the  documents  put  in  by  the  Claimant 
was  this  grant  of  the  annuity  out  of  the  customs,  the  customs 
being  granted  to  him  and  his  heirs ;  but  granted,  among 
other  things,  to  the  aforesaid  Edward,  the  late  Earl  of 
Devon,  named  in  the  said  commission,  and  to  the  heirs  of 
his  body,  lawfully  begotten  and  to  be  begotten. 
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1881.  Lord  fVyfi/brtL — That  is  nothing  but  a  recital  of  the 

^^v^^       former  grant :  it  is  no  new  grant* 
DSToirrMmAai       j^e  Altomeu-General.— The  forfeited  lands  of  Hugh 

bad  come  to  the  crown ;  and  the  crown,  for  the  sustenta- 
tion  of  the  dignity,  granted  this  land.  To  whom  ?  Un- 
doubtedly to  the  grantees  of  the  dignity :  and  the  crown 
describes  who  the  grantees  of  the  dignity  were,  in  this  lan« 
guage :  *'  Eklwardo  nuper  comiti  Devonie  in  predicta 
**  commissione  nominato  et  heredibus  de  corpore  suo  legi- 
*<  time  procreatis  et  procreandis."  It  really  seems  to  me, 
that,  as  far  as  the  authority  of  that  document  can  go,  it  is 
conclusive  to  shew  the  opinion  of  the  lawyers  of  that  day, 
that  it  was  to  him  and  the  heirs  of  his  body,  begotten  and 
to  be  begotten,  that  the  dignity  was  known  to  be  granted. 

I  omitted  one  part,  in  alluding  to  tJie  circumstances 
adverted  to  in  the  Irish  cases.  The  first  E^rl  of  Cork 
and  Orrery  had  his  second  son  Lewis  ennobled ;  and  the 
intention  there  expressed  was,  that  it  should  go  as  well  to 
the  heirs  male  collateral  as  to  the  heirs  male  of  the  body,—- 
*'  tam  de  corpore  quam  a  latere."  Was  that  the  intention 
here  ?  If  so,  why  was  that  not  expressed  ?  It  was  very 
easy ;  the  words  were  at  hand  ;  and  yet  here  it  is,  **  here- 
**  dibus  suis  masculis,"  without  the  word  *^  latere"  being 
introduced,  and  without,  therefore,  those  particular  words 
which  would  extend  to  collateral  heirs  male;  and  which 
would,  therefore,  be  a  limitation  to  the  heirs  male  of  the 
body  only. 

In  the  course  of  a  discussion  of  this  nature,  it  is  im- 
possible not  to  make  frequent  allusion  to  the  very  learned 
report  adopted  by  a  committee  of  this  house  ort  the  subject 
of  the  peerage.  One  of  the  most  learned  men  who  ever 
sat  in  a  court  of  law,  or  in  this  house,  was  very  instru- 
mental in  drawing  up  that  report ;  and  one  of  the  prin- 
cipal things  he  has  done  is  to  clear  away  certain  doubts 
and  delusions  which  existed  upon  the  state  of  law  in  former 
times.  The  supposition,  that  there  must  be  precisely  the 
same  course  of  descent  prescribed  for  a  dignity  and  for 
land,  is  one  of  the  first  things  that  this  report  attempts  to 
do  away.     For  this  is  clearly  established,  as  I  think,  by 
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tbe  authority  laid  down  in  the  work  to  which  one  of  your  18SU 
Lordships  alluded, — the  work  of  Justice  Doddridge,—- 
settled  at  least  by  him,  tlie  work  being  originally  com- 
posed  by  a  Mr.  Bird,  but  which  Justice  Doddridge  after- 
wards looked  over,  and  gave  to  it  the  advantage  of  his 
correction.  The  words  of  Doddridge,  as  given  by  the 
xeport,  are  these :  ^^  If  a  man  be  created  earl  to  him 
*'  and  his  heirs,  all  men  do  know,  that  although  he  have 
*<  a  fee  simple,  yet  he  cannot  alien  or  give  away  the  in* 
^f  heritance,  because  it  is  a  personal  dignity,  annexed  to 
*.*  the  posterity,  and  fixed  in  the  blood.'' — **  Upon  this 
^*  language  it  may  be  observed,''  says  the  report,  ^'  that 
^  such  a  grant,  being  confined  to  the  grantee  and  his  pos- 
**  terity,  is,  in  truth,  a  grant  only  to  him  and  the  heirs  of 
**  his  body,  and  therefore  does  not  resemble  a  grant  of 
*'  lands  in  fee  simple,  which,  according  to  the  law  of  £ng- 
'*  land,  as  now  long  setded,  would  have  given  the  land  by 
^*  descent  to  any  heirs  of  the  grantee ;  an  observation  which 
"  marks  a  clear  distinction  between  the  grant  of  a  mere 
**  dignity  and  tbe  grant  of  lands.''  Perhaps  I  may  be  per- 
mitted to  observe  upon  that  distinction  between  the  efiect 
of  a  grant  of  a  dignity  and  a  grant  of  lands,  that  all  the 
distinction  is  in  favour  of  the  more  limited  construction  of 
the  former,  because  it  is  natural  to  suppose  tliat  the  whole 
estate  in  the  land  is  intended  to  be  parted  with,  and  there 
is  an  estate  in  fee  simple  as  long  as  that  land  shall  form  a 
part  of  this  island;  but  in  regard  to  a  dignity,  it  begins 
only  in  the  imagination,  if  I  may  so  state  it,  of  the  royal 
grantor,  and  lives  in  the  mind  of  the  noble  grantee. «  It  is 
a  grant  of  only  so  much  as  the  royal  grantor  was  pleased 
to  grant*  The  dignity  exists  to  Uie  extent  to  which  it  is 
conferred ;  and  that  may  be  a  very  good  reason  for  restrict- 
ing the  words  of  the  grant,  but  it  will  be  no  ground  at  all 
for  extending  them ;  so  that  here  Justice  Doddridge  having 
used  the  general  terms,  that  he  had  a  fee  simple,  those 
words  are  qualified  by  the  report,  that  this  was  only  to  him 
and  tiie  heirs  of  his  body:  and  so  the  distinction  upon  tliat 
subject  is  made  clear. 

There  had  been  some  difficulty  in  finding  what  the  law 
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18S1.       upon  the  subject  was.    Mr.  Cruise's  treatise  on  Dignities 
"^  does  not  state  any  rule  of  law  upon  the  point ;  and  I  do 

cLAOf.  not  know  that  it  can  be  found  in  any  book,  until  this  re- 
port came  out,  —  the  result  of  all  the  cases,  and  perhaps 
the  most  learned  and  most  authoritative  text-book  upon 
that  subject  which  has  ever  been  brought  to  the  notice  of 
the  profession;  so  that  when  I  find  this  language  laid 
down,  which  seems  to  make  an  end  of  the  question ;  for 
here  is  a  grant,  not  to  him  and  his  heirs,  but  to  him  and 
his  heirs  male ;  and  unless  the  addition  of  male,  which  is 
plainly  intended  in  a  case  of  this  soit,  where  there  is  no 
exclusion,  should  make  tlie  grant  more  extensive,  when 
certainly  if  it  means  any  thing,  it  makes  it  less  so,  I  cannot 
conceive  why  this  axiom  of  law  should  not  be  found  appli- 
cable to  this  case.  And  the  words  which  are  to  be  found  at 
page  18.  of  the  Third  General  Report  of  the  Lords'  Con»- 
mittees  on  the  Peerage  express  that  which  appears  to  me 
to  make  it  perfectly  clear  that  this  Claimant  has  not  esta* 
blished  his  right. 

I  was  surprised  that  the  Oxford  case*  was  not  cited  by' 
my  learned  friend.  In  the  latt^  part  of  the  reign  of 
James  the  First,  a  question  arose  as  to  the  earldom  of 
Oxford,  granted  to  Aubrey  de  Vere,  and  aIso  as  to  the 
dignity  of  the  office  of  high  chamberlain  of  Enghuid* 
Lord  Willoughby  de  Eresby  claimed  the  cbamberlainship 
of  England,  as  well  as  the  peerage ;  and  he  established  his 
claim  to  be  chamberlain,  because  he  was  next  heir  of  the 
whole  blood  to  the  last  possessor  of  the  office.  Robert  de 
Vere,  Earl  of  Oxford,  the  heir  male  of  the  body  of  the 
first  grantee,  also  claimed  it ;  but  he  failed  in  establishing 
his  claim  to  the  cbamberlainship,  because  he  was  not  beir 
general ;  but  he  succeeded  in  establishing  his  claim  to  the 
peerage,  because  he  was  heir  male  of  the  body  of  the  first 
grantee.  Then,  surely,  any  person  who  is  in  the  situation 
of  heir  general  does  not  therefore  fall  within  the  terms  of 
such  a  grant,  which  are  precisely  the  same.  The  grant 
was  «  heredibus  masculis"  in  that  case,  as  it  is  in  this.     Sir 

*  See  Sir  W.  Jones's  Report,  and  Cruise  on  Dignities,  and 
Collins's  Precedents. 
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William  Jones  in  his  report  says,  **  This  ensuing  report  in        ISSl. 
••  parliament  I  received  from  the  then  lofd  chief  justice/'      ^"^v^^ 
Mr.  Cruise,  in  his  learned  work,  gives  several  expressions  "*^"  »n»Ac« 
used  by  Chief  Justice  Crewe,  which  are  not  given  in  this 
report,  in  which  he  expresses  much  feeling  on  the  dignity  of 
peerage,  connected  with  a  great  veneration  for  antiquity; 
and  there  are  other  circumstances  giving  remarlcable  so- 
lemnity and  interest  to  the  judgment  then  given  by  Lord 
Chief  Justice  Crewe.     These  facts  do  not  appear  in  Sir 
William  Jones's  report,  who  only  states,  at  page  96.,  the 
humble  petition  of  Lord  Willoughby  de  Eresby;  and  the 
petition  of  Robert  Vere^  TSatI  of  Oxford,  is  set  out.     He' 
then  proceeds  to  give  the  petition  of  William  Earl  of 
Derby  and  the  Lady  Elizabeth  his  wife,  claiming  the  office 
of  great  chamberlain  of  England,  in  virtue  of  the  connect 
tion  of  Lady  Elisabeth  with  the  family,  whidi  it  is  noC 
necessary  to  refer  to  here.     That  is  followed  by  **  the  re* 
*'  solution  delivered   by   Crewe,    chief  justice,  in  parlia* 
^*  ment,  concerning  the  earldom  of  Oxford ;  Walter,  chief 
**  baron,  Doddridge  and  Yelverton,  justices,  and  Trevor, 
^  baron,  advising  with  liim  together  therein."     This  case 
consisted  of  many  parts;  I  need  not  go  into  all  of  them,* 
because  some  observations  have  no  particular  application 
here.     He  says,  ^  Robert  de  Vere,  Duke  of  Ireland  and' 
**  Earl  of  Oxford,  was,  as  the  case  is  put  by  the  Lord 
^  Willoughby's  counsell,  undecimo  of  Richard  the  Second, 
^<  by  judgment  upon  an  appeal  in  parliament,  adjudged  to- 
**  forfeit  all  his  castles,  seigniories,  lands,  tenements,  fran- 
^  chises,  liberties,  and  all  the  possessions  he  had  when  the 
^  appeal  began,   in  the    10th   of  Ric  II.,   saving  rights' 
''of  entail,"  &c;  and  on  the  16th  he  had  a  regrant.     It 
m>pears,  that  in  the  16th  of  Ric.  IL,  "  Sir  Aubrey   de 
*^  Vere  shewed  intayles  of  land,  but  none  of  the  dignity ; 
**  yel  the  King  graciously,  for  tliat  they  had  been  earls' 
**  of  ancient  times,  and  being  wiUiog  the  estate  and  name 
*^  of  the  Earl  of  Oxford  (though  it  were  so  that  they  were 
*^  forfeited  by  the  judgment)  should  not  cease^  but  should' 
^  continue  in  future  time,  to  the  honour  of  the  kings  oF 
**  this  realm,  hath  restored,  given,  ismd  granted,  by  assent 
**  of  parliament,  to  Aubrey  de  Vere  and  his  heirs  males 


DSTOK  TMMMAIBM 


308  CASES   IN   THE   HOUSE   OF   LORDS 

18S1.  **  for  ever,  the  estate  and  honour  of  Earl  of  Oxford,  And 
'*  in  full  parliament  \^e  took  his  ancient  plaoe,  and  did 
**  his  homage."  Now,  there  are  the  very  terms  of  this 
grant, — **  heredibus  masculis  suis  in  perpetuum/'  If 
those  words  imported  a  grant  to  the  heirs  male  general, 
the  heirs  male  general  would  have  remained  entitled  by 
virtue  of  this  grant;  but  it  was  found  by  the  judges,  that 
the  grant  was  to  the  heirs  male  of  tie  body  of  the  first  Earl 
of  Oxford,  and  in  that  character. 

Loi*d  Wyn/brd, — There  were  heirs  male  of  the  body. 

The  AUomey-GenerdL — The  heir  male  general  must 
have  been  the  nearest.  I  do  not  find  the  pedigree  stated ; 
but  the  only  way  in  which  the  heir  male  general  could  be 
the  heir  male  of  the  body  would  be  by  the  intervention  of 
some  daughter.  One  question  was,  whether  it  was  an  or- 
dinance or  an  act  of  parliament  ?  and  they  found  that  it 
could  not  be  held  to  be  a  mere  ordinance,  because  it  had 
been  acted  upon  in  various  ways ;  but  I  do  not  find  any 
distinction  taken  between  the  construction  to  be  put  upon 
an  act  of  parliament  and  a  patent  creating  a  peerage. 

Mr*  Pepys. — One  party  there  was  heir  male,  and  the 
other  heir  general. 

The  Aiiomey^General* — If  there  is  any  distinction  be- 
tween a  grant  by  parliament  and  a  grant  by  the  crown,  it 
is,  I  apprehend,  in  favour  of  the  heir  general.  It  is 
inquired,  whether  it  is  an  ordinance  or  an  act  of  parlia* 
ment?  It  is  said,  **  In  the  case  in  question,  the  earldom 
**  is  given,  granted,  and  restored,  by  assent  of  parliament, 
^  to  Aubrey  de  Vere  and  his  heirs  male  for  ever;  which 
<<  is  a  special  limitation  to  the  males  by  parliament,  and 
*'  out  of  the  ordinary  rules  of  law,  for  the  limitation  sub- 
*f  sists  by  parliament.  He  did  homage  to  the  King,  and 
^  was  placed  by  his  peers  ^  in  pleno  parliamento^'  even  in 
'*  the  same  parliament, — <  per  assensum  parliament!,'  inas- 
*<  much  as  by  the  assent  of  the  king,  lords,  and  com* 
<*  mons ;"  and  so  on.  Then  *<  the  charter  of  the  earldom 
^  b  but  an  exemplification,  and  of  that  nature,  it  is  toiidem 
<*  verbis  of  the  act.  The  charter  is  dated  after  the  parlia- 
V  ment  ended;  for  it  is  dated  the  12th  of  February,  two 
*^  days  after  the  end ;  but  the  Earl  sate  .as  earl  in  the 
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**  parliament  of  16  Ric.  II.,  before  the  charter  was  dated ;  1681. 
*^  ergo,  not  earl  by  the  charter,  but  by  the  act  of  1 6  Ric.  IL, 
*'  and  earl  without  summons.  If  an  ordinance  only  be  en- 
'*  tered  in  the  parliament  roil,  and  it  hath  the  reputation 
<<  and  use  of  an  act  of  parliament,  that  makes  it  an  act  of 
**  parliament.**  Now,  if  there  can  be  any  distinction  be- 
tween an  act  of  parliament  and  another  document,  the  act 
of  parliament  will  have  more  force,  and  be  taken  to  be 
more  extensive,  according  to  the  terms  of  it. 

The  grant  of  the  crown,  by  the  construction  put  upon  it, 
was,  that  heirs  male  meant  heirs  male  of  the  body;  and  that 
the  descent  to  Lord  Willougbby,  as  heir  general,  though  it 
gave  him  the  ofiBce  of  chamberlain,  could  not  give  him  a 
right  to  sit  in  the  House  of  Peers ;  and  the  Lord  Chief 
Justice  reported  to  the  House,  ^<  that,  according  to  the 
**  orders  of  *  such  days,'  he  and  his  brethren  have  again 
*<  considered  of  the  title  unto  the  office  of  lord  great 
**  chamberlain,  and  that  three  of  them  are  of  one  mind, 
^<  and  two  of  them  of  another ;  wherefore  they  are  ready 
**  to  deliver  their  opinions  severally,  and  their  reasons  for 
**  the  same.*'  Whereupon  Mr.  Baron  Trevor  began,  and 
delivered  his  opinion,  <'  that  the  said  office  of  lord  great 
"  chamberlain  doth  of  right  belong  unto  the  Lord  Wil- 
'*  loughby ;  and  gave  his  reasons  for  the  same."  Mr. 
Justice  Yelverton  was  of  the  same  opinion,  *'  that  it  be- 
**  longed  to  Lord  Willoughby,  as  heir  general  unto  Henry 
«  last  Earl  of  Oxford,  deceased."  Mr.  Justice  Doddridge 
thought  ^'  that  the  office  is.  descended,  and  dotli  belong, 
**  onto  the  heir  general  of  Henry  the  last  Earl  of  Oxford, 
**  deceased ;  and  gave  his  reasons  for  the  same."  The 
Lord  Chief  Justice  delivered  his  opinion,  "  that  the  office 
<<  of  lord  great  chamberlain  of  England  is  descended,  and 
«  ought  to  belong,  unto  the  heir  male  of  Henry  the  last 
<*  £arl  of  Oxford,  viz.  unto  Robert  de  Vere,  the  last  Earl 
<*  of  Oxford;"  and  gave  his  reasons  for  the  same.  The 
Lord  Chief  Baron  agreed,  ^'  that  the  office  is  descended, 
^<  and  ought  to  belong  unto  Robert  de.Vere,  now  Earl  of 
*'  Oxford,  as  heir  male  unto  Henry  the  last  Earl  of  Ox- 
<*  ford,  deceased."     So  that  the  Lord  Willoughby  had  th^t 
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1881.  o£Soe  awarded  to  him;  but  he  had  not  the  tide  and  dig^ 
nity  of  peerage  here. 

I  apprehend  that  that  rule  of  law,  which  is  laid  down 
in  the  report  of  tlie  committee  of  your  Lordships,  is 
sanctioned  by  thb  great  case;  and  that  it  is  the  result  of  a 
great  deal  of  most  learned  and  sagacious  enquiry  upon  ^le 
whole  subject:  and  although  some  of  the  points  raised  in 
this  case  have  been  matter  of  great  controversy,  chiefly 
owing  to  the  obscurity  of  fincts  and  documents,  I  do  nol 
think  my  learned  friends  can  show  any  thing  to  militate 
against  that  authority,  or  to  distinguish  the  present  case 
from  the  rule  to  which  that  case  is  to  be  referred.  I  think 
it  was  treated  as  an  anomaly :  how  that  which  is  an 
anomaly  is  to  prevent  the  particular  word  applying,  I  do 
not  see,  unless  there  is  something  which  makes  one  anomaly 
fit  into  another.  I  take  it  the  general  rule  is,  that  that 
which  has  been  decided  will  be  presumed  to  prevaiL 

These  are  the  observations  which  it  has  occurred  to  me 
to  submit  in  the  discharge  of  my  duty  towards  the  crown ; 
the  crown  being  bound  to  see  that  no  person  enters  this 
House  without  having  a  legal  authority  so  to  do. 

The  Lord  Chancellors*-^  I  have  given  great  and  anxious 
attention  to  the  able  arguments  which  have  been  urged 
from  the  bar  in  this  case ;  and,  undoubtedly,  some  of  them 
have  turned  upon  points  of  law  which  do  not  arise  in 
ordinary  practice.     Those  matters  are  presented  to  oor 
minds,  some  of  them  for  the  first  time,  and  all  of  them, 
from  their  importance,  requiring  a  more  mature  deliber- 
ation than  could  be  given  in  the  course  of  the  ailment 
itself,  and  during  any  short  interval  which  may  elapse 
between  the  argument  and   your  Lordships  making  up 
your  mind  upon  the  report  to  be  made  upon  the  subject. 
I  should,  therefore,  merely  stating  my  view  of  the  im« 
portance  of  the  question,  and  the  difficulty  I  feel  in  pro- 
nouncing an  opinion  on  some  parts  of  it,  be  disposed  to 
suggest  the  propriety  of  allowing  time  for  considering  to 
what  result  we  shall  come  upon  the  claim  referred  to  us, 
and  supported  by  the  arguments  delivered  at  the  bar. 
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The  question  will  undoubtedly  resolve  itself  entirely  into  18S1. 
a  question  of  law ;  for  one  thing  is  agreed  on  all  hands,  the 
Attorney-General  conceding  to  the  counsel  for  the  claim- 
ant, that  the  matter  of  fact  can  hardly  be  said  to  be  in 
controversy.  I  never  yet  have  seen  any  case  of  pedigree, 
cither  in  a  question  of  honours  here,  or  a  question  of  real 
property  at  common  law,  more  distinctly  made  out  by 
evidence  than  is  the  pedigree  of  the  noble  claimant  of  this 
honour.  He  has  undoubtedly  connected  himself,  by 
evidence  to  which  no  exception  is  offered,  with  the  first 
grantee  of  the  dignity;  and  he  has  connected  himself  so  as 
to  make  out  that  he  stands  in  the  relation  of  the  heir  male, 
not  of  the  body,  but  heir  male  general,  as  it  is  called  more 
distinctly  in  the  legal  language  of  this  country,  or  heir 
male  whatsoever,  as  it  is  called  in  the  language  of  Scot- 
land ;  the  limitation,  as  regards  honours,  being  a  limitation 
to  heirs  male:  and,  as  your  Lordships  know,  the  enjoy- 
ment by  no  small  number  of  the  peers  existing  in  that  part 
of  the  United  Kingdom  is  under  grants  to  heirs  male 
general  or  heirs  male  whatsoever. 

The  Attorney-General  is  here  to  protect  the  rights  of 
the  crown,  not  as  the  other  party,  and  the  only  other  parQr. 
If  that  were  the  case,  your  Lordships  must  at  once  perceive 
it  would  be  nugatory  for  the  crown  to  apply  to  us  at  all. 
The  crown  is  here  only  to  protect  its  rights  before  your 
Lordships,  and  to  aid  you  in  protecting  your  own  rights. 
The  admissk>n  of  the  Attorney-General  may  raise  an  infer- 
ence in  your  Lordships'  minds,  that  that  will  turn  out  to 
be  the  fact:  but  it  is  perfectly  clear  that  his  appearance 
does  by  no  means  shut  out  your  investigation  of  that  point 
any  more  than  of  those  points  on  which  he  has  presented 
a  diflferent  view  of  the  case,  or  prevent  your  coming  to  a 
different  result,  if  you  should  see  fit.  The  crown  refers 
the  matter  to  your  Lordships  to  decide,  and  you  are  to 
decide  as  having  an  interest  which  the  crown  has  not. 
Supposing  your  Lordships  shall  take  the  same  view  of  the 
evidence  of  pedigree  which  the  Attorney-General  has  done, 
what  will  remain  is  the  question  of  law ;  and  that  arises 
specially  on  the  construction  of  the  grant  of  Queen  Mary. 
This  being,  in  my  m'md,  the  only  point  which  requires  any 
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1831.  great  degree  of  consideration,  I  would,  with  your  permis- 
sion, and  without  expressing  in  the  least  my  own  opinion 
upon  it,  beg  leave  to  move,  that  the  further  proceeding  in 
this  case  be  adjourned. 


CltAIlC 


14th  March.       The  Lord  Chancellor. — The  case  which  stood  over  for 

the  consideration  of  your  Lordships  upon  the  Devon  peer- 
age is  one  of  great  moment  in  respect  of  the  rights  claimed, 
of  great  importance  to  the  noble  claimant,  and  of  consider- 
able importance  to  your  Lordships.  It  is  also  of  much 
curiosity  in  an  antiquarian  point  of  view,  as  matter  of 
history,  and  as  touching  the  parliamentary  constitution  of 
the  country;  and  it  is  a  case  of  curiosity,  rather  than  of 
practical  importance,  in  a  legal  point  of  view.  I  make 
thb  remark  without  intending  in  the  least  degree  to  im* 
press  your  Lordships  with  an  idea  that  you  ought,  on  that 
account,  to  give  it  a  less  attentive  consideration  than  you 
otherwise  would  be  disposed  to  do ;  but  the  fact  undoubt- 
edly is,  that  while  many  of  your  Lordships'  decisions  may 
be  cited  as  precedents  in  a  variety  of  other  cases,  and  may 
affect  a  great  mass  of  interests,  your  determination  in  this, 
I  will  venture  to  say,  whichever  way  you  shall  see  fit  to 
decide,  will  probably  affect  no  other  case  of  an  honour, 
and  certainly  can  affect  no  case  of  land ; — for  the  principles 
which  govern  this  question  do  not  at  all  apply  to  the  law 
of  real  property. 

The  orilinary  limitations  in  a  patent  of  peerage  in  this 
part  of  the  United  Kingdom  are  well  known.  They  are 
of  two  descriptions ;  either  the  honours  are  limited  to  heirs 
male  of  the  body  of  the  original  grantee,  the  first  created 
peer,  or  there  is  a  creation  of  what  has  been  vulgarly 
called  a  peerage  in  fee :  when  I  say  vulgarly,  I  would  be 

,  underjslood  to  include  Westminster  Hall,  for  the  same 

inaccuracy  has  crept  into  the  language  of  lawyers.  But  it 
is,  properly  speaking,  a  peerage  in  fee  tail  general,  in 
which  the  honour  goes  not  to  the  heir  male  of  the  body, 
but  to  the  heirs  general,  the  female  as  well  as  the  male,  of 
the  body  of  the  grantee.  The  most  usual  way,  as  your 
Lordships  know,  of  creating  this  kiiul  of  peerage  is  by  a 
writ  of  summons  to  parliament,  and  by  a  sitting  in  par- 
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liament.  Both  summons  and  sitting  must  concur.  If  a  1831* 
person  is  called  by  writ,  and  sits,  notwithstanding  it  has 
at  difierent  times  been  made  a  matter  of  doubt,  yet 
since  the  great  case  of  the  Barony  of  Clifton,  decided 
by  this  House,  it  may  be  taken  as  quite  clear  in  law,  that 
such  summons  and  sitting  constitute  a  descendable  ba- 
rony in  fee,  or  rather  in  fee  tail,  and  that  the  honour  so 
created  goes  to  the  heirs  general  of  the  body,  subject  to 
abeyance  where  it  descends  upon  coparceners.  I  do  not 
by  any  means  intend  to  state  this  as  the  only  mode  in 
which  such  baronies  may  be  created,  because  the  crown 
has,  undeniably,  the  power  of  granting  a  peerage  by  pa- 
tent, the  terms  of  which  shall  confer  the  right  on  the 
heir  female  as  well  as  the  heir  male  of  the  body  of  'the 
original  grantee.  The  more  ordinary  limitation,  as  your 
Lordships  are  well  aware,  is  to  the  heirs  male  of  the  body^ 
lawfully  begotten. 

To  the  peerage  in  other  parts  of  the  United  Kingdom 
(I  allude  more  particularly  to  Scotland)  the  same  observ- 
ation is  not  applicable ;  for  there  a  very  ordinary  form  of 
grant  is  not  to  heirs  male  of  the  body,  or  to  heirs  of  the 
body  male  and  female,  but,  in  the  language  of  the  Scottish 
law,  to  the  heirs  whatsoever,  "haeredibus  quibuscunque;" 
more  frequently  *<  haeredibus  masculis  quibuscunque,''  the 
heirs  general  or  the  heirs  male  general  of  the  first  taker; 
the  same  language  in  the  law  prevailing  with  respect  to 
real  property  and  to  honours.  The  Scotch  law  touching 
honours  is  probably  the  same  as  our  most  ancient  law  in 
this  country;  though  that  law  differs  from  ours  in  this 
respect,  that  what  has  here  undergone  many  important 
changes  in  the  course  of  ages,  remains  there  m  viridi 
obserxfofUid  up  to  the  very  period  of  the  Union ;  and  that 
which  was  parliamentary  law  in  the  reign  of  Queen  Anne 
is  the  law  regulating  honours  in  that  part  of  the  United 
Kingdom  to  this  day;  so  that  it  is  a  limitation  under  which 
some  of  your  Lordships  sit  by  election,  and  under  which 
others,  not  having  seats  in  your  Lordships'  House,  enjoy 
their  honours  and  the  right  of  electing  representative  peers 
at  the  present  day.  In  this  way,  by  such  form  of  words 
and  to  such  line  of  heirs,  have  these  honours  been  granted, 
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18S1.       surrendered,  and  afterwards  granted  out  again,  to  different 
^'^^''^^      series  of  heirs,  according  to  the  forms  of  conveyance  usual 
CLAIM.        ill  ^^  ca^  of  real  property  as  well  as  dignities  in  that  part 
of  the  kingdom.    In  all  such  cases  the  heirs  general,  that 
is  collateral  as  well  as  direct,  succeed  to  the  titles  and  to 
•  the  landed  property;  sometimes  the  females  as  well  as  the 
Qiales,  and  in  that  case  the  eldest  alone  of  several  co- 
parceners ;  or,  as  It  is  called,  the  eldest  daughter  without 
division ;  but  more  frequently  the  males  alone* 

That  this  kind  of  limitation  is  no  novelty  in  England, 
that  it  was  at  one  time  a  limitation  well  known  in  our 
practice,  I  think  may  be  stated  as  a  proposition  of  fact 
olearly  established  by  the  cases  to  which  we  have  been 
r^rrad  at  your  Lordships'  bar,  and  by  one  or  two  other 
eases,  still  more  remarkable,  which  Mr.  Attomey*General 
referred  to  in  his  argument  against  the  claim,  having  by  an 
oversight  only  partially  cited  them ;  whereas,  when  closely 
examined,  they  furnish  the  strongest  authority  in  the  way 
of  precedent  to  siif^rt  the  argument  of  the  claimant. 

We  may  take  it  for  granted,  without  going  farther  than 
referring  to  the  passege  in  history  referred  to  by  the 
learned  counsel,  that  there  was  a  creation  in  the  twenty- 
first  of  Richard  the  Second  of  certain  peers,  nine  in  num- 
ber, whose  honours  were  with  remainder  to  the  heirs  of 
the  body,  all  excepting  that  of  Scrope  £arl  of  Wiltshire, 
who  was  highly  in  the  favour  of  the  monarch,  and  sat  in 
parliament  on  that  creation  once  and  again,  and  in  whose 
case  the  limitation  was  to  **  heirs  male"  general,  ccdlateral 
lis  well  as  of  the  body.  Hence  it  appears  that  this  was 
a  limitation,  which,  tlu>ugh  not  usual,  was  by  no  means 
unknown  in  our  parliamentary  and  constitutional  history. 
Upon  examining  the  patent  of  Scrope's  peerage  in  order 
to  ascertain  that  there  was  no  clerical  error  by  omitting 
certain  words  of  limitation  in  copying  out  or  ingrossing 
that  instrument,  it  appeared,  most  satisfactorily,  that  no 
omission  could  account  for  the  diversity,  the  form  of  the 
clause  being  quite  peculiar  to  that  creation,  and  dis^ 
tinguishing  it  from  all  the  other  eight  as  plainly  as  Scrope 
was  distinguished  from  the  other  grantees  by  the  superior 
favour  of  his  sovereign. 
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The  question  here  is  upon  the  construction  of  a  limit-  18S1. 
ation  of  this  description ;  and  I  will  pre&ce  with  some  his- 
torical remarks  the  few  observations  I  am  about  to  submit 
to  your  Lordships  as  the  gltHind  of  the  opinion  I  have 
come  to^  after  very  great  consideration,  and  after  some 
Kttle  hesitation,  en  the  conflictbg  authorities  to  which  I 
am  about  also  to  call  your  attention.  This  hesitation  is* 
the  reason  why  I  premise  these  historical  remarks. 

I  feel  it  necessary  to  say  only  one  word  upon  the  ques- 
tion of  fact.  It  is  admitted  on  all  hands,  candidly  and 
explicitly  admitted  on  the  part  of  the  crown,  that  a  plainer 
proof  of  pedigree,  a  more  conclusive  case  in  point  of  fact^ 
never  was  presented  to  your  Lordships*  bar  or  to  any 
court.  The  present  claimant  is  to  be  taken,  then,  as  most 
dearly  connected  with  the  grantee  in  the  reign  of  Queen 
Mary,  and  as  his  heir  male  collateral ;  not  the  heir  male 
of  the  body,  but  the  heir  male,  or  heir  male  general,  of  the 
grantee. 

The  question  then,  is,  whether  or  not  he  has  a  right  to 
take  this  honour,  granted  to  bis  ancestor,  or  rather  his 
cousin  in  law,  as  his  heir  male  collateral.  The  words  of 
the  patent  I  need  hardly  refer  to,  as  they  are  in  the  recol- 
lection of  every  one,  —  **  haredes  tnascidos  dicti  comitis  imr 
*^  perpetutan!*  The  question,  then,  is  this,  whether,  by  the 
law  which  regulates  the  descent  of  honours,  that  is  to  say, 
the  peerage  law  of  England,  a  grant  to  a  person  and  his 
heirs  male  for  ever,  carries  to  the  cousin  or  collateral  heir 
male  the  honours  so  granted  ?  Now,  one  or  two  remarks 
may  be  premised  on  the  law  regulating  real  property.  If 
an  estate  in  lands  be  given  by  a  common  person  to  a  man 
and  his  **  heirs  male,''or  to  a  man  and  his  '*  heirs  female,'* 
that  estate  is  a  fee-simple  as  much  as  if  the  grant  were  to  a 
man  and  his  heirs,  without  the  addition  of  ^*  male'*  or 
^  female  i**  it  is  a  general  grant  as  regards  the  inheritable 
quali^^  of  it:  no  body  or  bodies  ard  specified  out  of  which 
Uie  heirs  are  to  issue ;  and  an  estate  in  fee  is  created,  the 
qualifying  words  being  rejected.  But  it  is  clear  and  settled 
law,  that  in  all  grants  by  the  crown,  and  not  by  a  common 
person,  the]  words  are  to  be  taken  most  strongly  in  favour 
of  the  grantor  and  against  the  grantee ;  ^diereas  in  grants 
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ISd].  by  a  coimnoB  person  they  are  to  be  taken  most  strongly 
for  the  grantee  and  against  the  grantor.  It  is,  perhaps, 
connected  with  this  principle^  that  a  grant  by  a  comoMMi 
person  to  A.  and  his  heirs  male  shall  be  taken  as  if  it  were 
without  the  addition  of  the  word  **  male"  and  so  give  the 
largest  estate  which  the  grantor  was  capable  of  giving; 
while,  in  the  case  of  the  crown,  a  grant  in  the  same  words 
to  A.  and  his  heirs  male,  shall  be  wholly  void  and  pass  no 
estate.  But  the  principle  mnst  be  taken,  with  one  qualifi- 
cation, as  reguladng  the  construction  of  grants;  or  rather, 
we  may  say,  this  principle  cannot  be  imported  into  the 
argument  in  the  present  case,  where  the  subject  matter  of 
the  grant  is  an  honour  created,  not  real  property  bestowed. 
We  cannot  strictly  say  that  the  crown  parts  with  any 
thing  at  ail  in  conferring  a  dignity;  and,  therefore,  the 
case  of  a  peerage  is  not  within  the  principle  which  r^nlates 
the  construction  of  grants  of  land.  If  the  crown  is  seised 
of  land,  and  makes  a  grant  of  it,  there  is  no  doubt  that,  by 
construing  words  as  words  of  limitation,  which,  in  the  casa 
of  a  common  person,  would  be  taken  to  carry  a  ke^  w& 
pursue  the  principle  which  requires  us  always  to  presume 
most  strongly  in  favour  of  the  crown  and  agmnst  the 
grantee,  the  former  retaining  all  that  the  latter  does  not 
take.  But  in  the  case  of  honours  this  argument  wholly 
fails,  for  nothing  is  lost  to  the  crown  which  it  before  pos* 
sessed,  however  largely  the  words  are  construed.  The 
honour  did  not  exist  previously  to  the  grant ;  it  came  into 
existence  at  the  moment  of  the  grant.  In  granting  the 
peerage  the  crown  is  not  dealing  with  an  estate  which 
actually  existed,  and  of  which  it  had  the  reversion.  The 
bounty  of  the  crown,  in  the  very  act  of  giving,  calls  into 
existence  the  thing  granted ;  it  is  a  creation  rather  than  a 
transference.  The  crown  is,  indeed,  the  fountain  of  ho- 
nour, but  it  is  a  fountain  wholly  inexhaustible;  it  is  a 
fountain  from  which  honours  may  be  drawn  again  and 
again,  and  yet  as  much  will  still  be  left,  and  as  much  more 
still  be  made  to  flow,  as  if  nothing  had  issued.  The  per« 
son  ennobled  by  the  royal  grace  and  favour  takes  more  by 
receiving  a  peerage  to  him  and  his  heirs  collateral  as  well 
as  direct,  than  if  he  only  took  to  him  and  the  heirs  of  his 
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body ;  but  the  crown  parts  with  no  more  —  loses  no  more.        18S1. 
The  crown  still  has  as  much  power  of  ennobling  as  if  the 
grantee  had  only  taken  the  lesser  honour. 

It  has  been  said,  in  commenting  upon  the  passage  in 
Lord  Coke  touching  descent  of  lands  and  tenements 
granted  to  a  man  and  his  heirs  male  or  heirs  female,  that 
the  rule  of  succession  exbted  only  for  lands  and  tenements, 
and  that  another  principle  regulated  grants  of  other  things; 
and  Lord  Coke  proceeds  to  illustrate  this  with  an  instance 
which,  it  cannot  be  denied,  applies  in  some  measure  to  the 
present  argument ;  for  though  he  does  not  deal  with  the 
question  of  honours  generally,  yet  he  comes  very  near  it 
when  he  refers  to  arms  and  armorial  bearings,  and  ex- 
pressly distinguishes  their  descent  from  that  of  lands  and 
tenements.  Lands  and  tenements,  he  says,  do  not  go  to 
collaterals ;  but  it  is  otherwise  touching  arms,  which  if  the 
king  grant  to  a  man  and  his  heirs  male^  without  saying  qf 
the  body^  descend  to  collaterals.*  But,  indeed,  we  need 
not  resort  to  this  authority  for  the  purpose  of  showing 
how  different  the  rules  of  limitation  are  with  respect  to 
honours  and  real  estates.  If  the  crown  grants  land  to  a 
man  and  his  heirs  male,  nothing  at  all  passes ;  but  sunely 
it  never  can  be  contended  that  the  grant  of  an  honour 
to  a  man  and  his  heirs  male  is  wholly  void.  It  may  give 
a  fee  tail  only,  or  it  may  give  more,  but  something  it  does 
pass. 

1  have  referred  to  the  grant  of  certain  peerages  in  the 
twenty-first  year  of  the  reign  of  Richard  the  Second.  It 
is  very  material  to  call  your  Lordships'  attention  to  this, 
as  connected  with  a  proposition  which  has  not  been  at  all 
disputed  at  the  bar, — a  proposition,indeed,  which  it  would 
hardly  become  the  crown  oflScers  to  dispute, — that  the 
powers  of  the  crown  in  granting  honours  cannot  be  limited. 
There  is  evidently  nothing  whatever  in  reason  against  the 
general  limitation  which  includes  collaterals.  It  can  hardly 
be  said  to  be  a  larger  grant  to  give  to  a  man  and  his  **  heirs 
'<  male  general,''  than  CO  grant  to  a  man  and  the  **  heirs  of 
**  his  body,"  female  as  well  as  male.     On  the  contrary, 

•  Co.  Litt.87a. 
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1S81.  there  seems  to  be  a*  greater  restriction  upon  the  course  of 
the  descent— a  greater  control  over  the  course  the  honours 
shall  take — in  the  former  «ase  than  in  the  latter.  If  the 
crown  grants  a  barony  by  a  writ  of  summons  and  the 
person  sitting  in  parliament,  or  by  words  expressly  giving 
a  fee  tail  general,  it  shall  go  to  a  man  and  the  heirs  of  his 
body,  female  as  well  as  male.  In  two  descents  it  comes  to 
a  female,  who  marries;  and  then  another  iamily,  not  con- 
templated by  the  crown,  takes  the  honour,  and  is  ennobled. 
In  the  next  descent  it  comes  again  to  a  daughter;  that 
daughter  marries  a  man  of  a  third  family,  not  before  noble 
in  any  of  its  branches.  The  honour -thus  gets  into  this 
different  family,  connected  with  the  original  grantee  only 
through  the  daughter;  and  the  same  thing  may  happen 
again  and  again,  and  every  time  there  is  a  failure  of  males, 
till  at  last  it  gets  to  such  an  immeasurable  distance  from 
the  original  family,  that  all  sight  of  the  stock  intended  to 
be  ennobled  is  lost;*  all  control  over  the  course  of  the 
descent  is  gone.  The  most  base  and  ignoble  blood  ma^^ 
be  raised  to  tihe  highest  dignities.  Nay^  the  issue  of  felons 
convict  and  of  traitors  attmnted  may  become  noble.  Aliens, 
even  alien  enemies,  without  regai^  to  race  or  country  or 
religion,  may  all  become  the  stock  of  British  honours, 
and  give  from  their  loins  members  to  our  peerage. 

But  it  b  very  different  with  the  case  of  honours  limited 
to  heirs  male  in  the  way  contended  for  by  this  claimant. 
There  the  probability  of  the  honour  being  carried  out  of 
the  family  of  the  original  grantee  is  much  more  remote; 
the  course  of  descent  is  far  more  under  control ;  and  the 
security  >moch  greater  that  the  original  purpose  of  the  grant 
in  the  ennobling  of  the  original  grantee's  blood  shall  be 
answered ;  fcrr  no  one  can  take  who  is  not  connected  with 
him  by  males,  and  by  males  only,  so  that  the  exclusion  of 
all  ignoble  and  attainted  and  alien  blood  is  certain. 

So  much  for  the  reason  of  the  case  as  regards  die  powers 
of  the  crown.  As  regards  authorities,  I  will  advert  par- 
ticularly to  the  view  taken  in  a  book  which  I  sent  for 
during  the  argument^  recollecting  something  of  its  doctrine 
as  treating  on  the  subject;  I  mean  Judge  Doddridge's  work 
u|x>n  the  Law  of  Honours.     It  is  there  laid  down,  that  the 
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crown  may  grant  a  barony  for  ItTe^  or  even  pur  umire  vie ;  ISdl. 
tbe  Year  Book,  9  Hen.  VL,  is  referred  to ;  and  although 
it  is  most  likely  that  a  barony  pur  autre  vie^  which  was  not 
unknown  in  old  times,  was  commonly  granted  to  the  son, 
living  the  father,  so  aa  to  have  the  operation  of  the  writs 
now  issued  for  calling  up  the  eldest  son  .to  this  houses, 
living  tbe  father,  which  gives  a  barony  extinguishable  by 
merger  at  the  fether's  decease;  yet  it  is  to  be  observed^ 
that  there  is  no  restriction  whatever  in  the  book  to  such 
kiod  of  grantsr;  but  it  is  distinctly  stated  to  be  in  the 
power  of  the  crown  to  grant  a  barony  <*  pur  autre  vie;'* 
that  is,  the  grantee  might  be  a  stranger  to  die  ^*  cestui  qtse 
^  nfe,''  and  cease  to  be  noUe  on  his  decease.  A  singular 
state  of  things  certainly,  and  an  extraordinary  kind  of 
honour,  and  yet  perfectly  consistent  with  some  analogies  in 
our  law,  not  only  as  affecting  the  tenure  of  property,  but 
the  enjoyment  of  other  rights  closely  resembling  dignities ; 
tor  absurd  em  it  may  seem  that  ^a  man  should  so  hold  his 
hoDours  as  not  to  know  wliether  he  is  noUe  or  ignoUe  tiU 
be  sends  to  learn  whether  or  not  another  is  aKve^  and. that 
be  who  in  the  morning  was  a  peer  should  become  a  com- 
moner before  night  fell,  and  be  capable  of  giving  a  vote  in 
your  Lordships'  house  at  one  part  of  a  sitting,  and  not  at 
another,  there  is  a  cognate  matter  m  which  tlie  same 
abeurdtty  exists  by  clear  and  undoubted  law.  The  right 
of  voting  Iot  members  of  the  other  house  of  parliament  may 
be  held  pur  autre  xneg  it  may  depend  upon  tbe  continuance 
of  another's  life  whedior  I  can  vote  at  an  election  or  no ; 
and  I  may  be  entitled  to.give  my  vole  at  the  opening  of  the 
poU,  and  not  at  its  dose.  Sudi  anomalies,  are  the  result 
not  of  any  inherent  incongruity  in  the  princi[rfes  from  which 
they  flow,  but  are  the  necessary  consequence  of  having 
general  rides;  and  they  beset  alaMst  all  parts  of  the  law  in 
every  country. 

Of  tbe  crown's  exercise  of  the  power  now  contended  for 
by  the  claimant,  instances  have  been  cited ;  but  I  come 
now  to  mention  those  two  remarkable  cases — stronger 
than  any  referred  to  at  the  bar-— I  mean  the  grants  of  the 
8th  of  Febmary,  in  the  third  of  Charles  the  First;  the 
one  being  the  creation  of  the  barony  of  BrogbiU,  and  the 
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1851  •  Other  the  creation  of  the  barony  of  Bandon  Bridge.  They 
are  both  in  the  same  words  as  regards  the  granting  part^ 
and  those  words  are  the  same  in  the  grant  now  under  con- 
sideration,—-'^* fueredUms  fHOsadis  imperpetuutn"  Thus  br 
they  are  Tery  important,  as  adding  two  instances  of  modem 
date  to  the  older  ones  of  such  patents.  But  one  of  them 
points  out  dbtinctly  the  sense  in  which  those  words  were 
used,  for  its  preamble  expressly  sets  forth  the  object  which 
the  crown  had  in  making  the  grant ;  it  states,  *'  our  wish 
**  being  that  the  grantee  should  hold  the  same  honour,  Ita 
**  ut  alumnus  honoris  in  pubertate  sua  tamquam  factus  ad 
**  omnia  honoris  studia  provectiori  etate  sUmuletur  et 
**  gratam  recordationem  munificenciae  nostras  erga  ipsum  et 
**  familtam  suam  perpetuo  conservet  eundemque  honorem 
**  non  solum  dicto  Ludovico  et  beredibus  masculis  de  cor- 
**  |x>re  suo  verum  etiam  omnibus  heredibus  masculis  tarn  de 
**  corpore  quam  a  latere  dicti  comitis  permansuram  volumus. 
**  Sciatis  igitur  quod  nos,''  &c. ;  therefore,  in  plain,  direct 
and  explicit  terms,  the  grant  declares  that  its  object  was  to 
carry  the  honour  not  only  to  the  heirs  of  the  body,  but  to 
the  heirs  collateral. 

If  it  had  stopped  here,  and  if  the  operative  part  of  the 
grant  had  followed  in  the  same  words,  specifying  heirs 
male  de  latere  as  well  as  de  corpore^  there  would  have 
arisen  a  strong  argument  in  favour  of  the  construction 
urged  against  the  claim ;  and  the  case  would  have  signally 
aided  Mr.  Attorney-General's  argument,  which  rested  on 
the  supposition  that  the  honours  were  granted  by  words 
similar  to  those  of  the  preamble.  But  your  Lordships 
will  now  see  how  this  patent  makes  all  the  other  way,  when 
I  read  the  operative  part  of  the  instrument;  for  the  in- 
tention itself  being,  from  the  preamble,  so  plain  and  clear 
that  he  who  runs  may  read, — it  being  manifest  that  the 
crown  intended  the  honours  to  descend  upon  collaterals  as 
well  as  upon  direct  descendants, — ^how  did  the  lawyers  of 
those  days,  very  considerable  men  as  you  are  well  aware, 
advise  the  crown  to  effectuate  that  intention  ?  What  words 
did  they  employ  for  accomplishing  the  declared  purpose  of 
carrying  the  peerage  to  the  collaterals  as  well  as  to  the 
issue  of  the  grantee  ?    ^^  Habendum  et  tenendum  euudem 
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**  statum  gradum  lituluni  nomen  et  faonorecn  baronis  de        IBSli. 
^  Bandonbridge  pre&to  Ludovico  Boyle  et  heredibus  masr 


V  culis  de  corpore  suo  legitime  procreandis  imperpetuam. 
^  £t  pro  defectu  talis  exitus  eandem  honorem  stilum  et 
^  titulum  baronis  de  Bandonbridge  ad  heredes  masculas  de 
**  corpore  dicti  Ricard'  Comitis  Corkagensis  remanere  et 
«  dertvari  volumus  eundemque  honorem  stilum  statum 
**  gradum  titulum  baronis  de  Bandonbridge  in  defectu 
'*  exitus  masculi  de  corpore  dicti  Ludovici  heredibus  mas- 
f*  culis  de  corpore  dicti  Gnnitis  Corkagensis  damns  con-* 
*^  cedimus  et  confirmamus  per  presentes  et^ro  defedu  talis 
*'  exitus  predictum  honorem  esse  et  remanere  rectis  H£RE- 

**  DIBUS   MASCULIS    DICTI    COMITIS    IMPI^RPETUUM;"— the 

"Hiy  words  of  the  Devon  limitation. 

1  cannot  conceive  a  stronger  case  to  show  that  these 
words  in  law,  as  far  as  this  remarkable  precedent  goes,  and 
as  far  as  the  authority  of  the  law  advisers  of  the  crown  in 
sach  matters  could  go,,  convey  the  right  to  the  heirs  male 
coUaieral  of  the  grantee.  We  have  no  declaration  of 
intention  in  the  preamble  of  the  Devon  patent ;  but  we 
have  the  same  words  in  the  granting  part ;  and.  these  must 
be  construed  here  as  the  preamble  of  the  Bandon  Bridge 
patent  distinctly  and  expressly  declares  they  are  intended 
to  be  construed  there.  Kvery  rule  of  construction  re- 
quires this. 

I  have  so  far  gone  through  this  case  as  to  have  arrived 
at  a  conclusion  favourable  to  the  claim,  unless  it  can  be 
displaced  by  any  opposing  authority  or  conflicting  decision. 
I  come  then  to  consider  what  had  appeared  at  one  time  to 
bear  unfavourably  upon  the  argument ;  I  mean  the  case  in 
Sir  William  Jones's  Reports.  When  this  case,  however, 
is  examined  with  attention,  it  assumes  a  very  different 
Bspectf  as  I  think  you  n^ill  presently  see :  and  I  am  happy 
to  know  that  in  coming  to  this  conclusion,  which  I  have 
only  arrived  at  after  some  hesitation,  I  have  the  concur- 
rence of  my  noble  and  learned  friend  *,  who  has  given 
great  attention  to  the  whole  question.     I  allude  to  the  case 

•  Lord  Wynford. 
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18dl.  of  Aubrey  de  Vere^,  mentioned  in  the  note  to  Co.  Litt. 
S7  b*|  Mid  discussed  at  length  in  W.  Jones,  100.  It  arose 
upon  the  petition  of  Sir  Aubrey  de  Vere,  and  is  fully  con- 
sidered in  the  case  of  the  Earl  of  Derby  and  Elizabeth  his 
wife.  The  material  part  of  the  report  is  the  resolution  of 
the  judges,  delivered  by  Lord  Chief  Justice  Crewe,  con* 
coming  the  earldom  of  Oxford,  in  which  it  is  stated  he 
was  assisted  by  Walter,  chief  baron,  Doddridge  and  Yel- 
Terton,  justices,  and  Trevor,  baron,  advising  with  him. 
He  lays  it  down,  in  rather  unmeasured  terms,  that  the 
question  being  one  of  peerage,  the  grant  was  by  assent  of 
parliament  to  Sir  Aubrey  de  Vere  in  the  seventeenth  of 
Richard  the  Second,  and  his  heirs  male  for  ever,  of  the 
estate  and  honour  of  Earl  of  Oxford,  and  that  in  fiill  par-* 
liament  be  took  his  andent  place  and  did  his  homage.  He 
says  in  one  part  of  the  case^  that  the  earldom  was  granted 
and  restored  by  ^  assent  of  parliament"  to  Aubrey  de 
Yere  and  his  heirs  male  for  ever.  He  says,  that  the  right 
sulxMsts  by  force  of  the  statute ;  that  the  grant  to  a  person 
and  his  heirs  male  general  could  <»ly  be  under  the  autho* 
rtty  of  an  act  of  parliament :  and  thens  are  one  or  two 
other  parts  of  his  judgment  to  the  same  effect.  The 
authority  of  this  learned  judge  being  fdt  to  be  of  great 
waght,  the  more  especially  as  he  appears  to  have  been 
assisted  by  no  less  a  judge  than  Mr.  Justice  Doddridge, 
the  necessity  of  well  considering  the  import  and  bearing  of 
what  he  has  laid  down  occasioned  me  to  beg  that  your 
Lordships  would  postpone  for  some  days  the  final  deter- 
mination of  the  question.  I  have  accordingly  examined 
the  matter  fully ;  and  one  or  two  observations  will,  I  think, 
show  your  Lordships  that  my  noble  and  learned  friend  is 
justified  in  the  conclusion  to  which  be  had  come  before  our 
last  meeting,  and  in  which  I  entirely  concur ;  namely,  that 
the  remark  of  Lord  Crewe  is  not  well  founded. 

In  the  first  place,  it  is  not  immaterial  to  observe,  that 
the  passage  in  the  reiK)rt  is  not  the  principal  point  in  the 

*  Earl  of  Oxford.    See  a  full  report  of  that  case  in  the  Ap* 
pendix  to  Sir  N.  H.  Nicolas's  Report  of  the  Devon  Peerage  Case. 
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cutRy  but  oiiljf  10  the  nature  of  an  obiter  dtdum.    T)ie  prm**        18S1. 

cipal  point  argued  appears  to  be,  whether  a  oeitaia  docu-      v^y^^ 

meot  or  instrument  in  Richard  the  Seoondfs  time  shall  be  ^^^^  nmcrt 

taken  to  be  an  ordinance  of  parliament.    This  point  is 

made  the  subject  of  much  argument;  and  no  one  can  quai^ 

rel  with  the  decision  to  which  the  judges  came  upon  it« 

Secondly,  the  judgment  upon  the  question  submitted  to 

them  is  most  correct:  of  this  there  cantiot  be  the  least 

doubt.    Upon  whatever  grounds^  they  came  to  a  somd 

conclusion,  and  gave  the  dignity  to  the  right  person,  ex* 

dudii^  the  individual  who  was  not  entitled.     Now  the 

result  or  judgment  is  all  that  the  judges  consulted  by  this 

house  were  answerable  for.     The  arguments  of  the  learned 

chief  justice  who  delivered  that  judgment  are  to  betaken 

as  his  own,  and  not  as  those  of  his  brethren.     My  noble 

and  learned  friend  reminds  me  of  his  own  case.    It  is  the 

practice,  your  lordships  know,   for  the  chief  justice  cf 

the  Common  Pleas,  being  a  commoner,  when  the  chief 

justice  of  the  Kingfs  Bench  is  a  peer,  to  deliver  the  opinioh 

of  the  judges  to  this  bouse.    And  my  qoble  and  learned 

friend  observes,  that  in  .so  doing  \te  psed  togtve,  with  his 

own  reasons,  the  conclusion  to  which  he  .and  his  brethren 

bad  come.    I  well  recollect  my  Lord  Tenterden^  before 

he  was  made  a  peer,  giving  the  opinions  of  the  learned 

judges  once  and  again  in  the  Queen's  case,  and  expressly 

stating  that  he  alone  was  to  be  considered  answerable  for 

the  reasons  and  illustrations  with  which  he  accompanied 

tbe  opinions  of  the  judges  advising  this  house. 

The  next  observation  I  have  to  make  is  with  respect  to 
tbe  facts  of  the  Oxford  case  under  consideration,  -for  a 
reference  to  them  is,  as  you  will  find,  most  material. 
Your  Lordships  know  that  the  reign  of  Richard  the 
Second  was  one  of  the  most  turbulent  and  disgraceful 
periods  of  our  history,  when  each  suoceeding  parliamenft, 
as  the  position  of  the  monarch  and  his  barons  changed, 
rei^ularly  set  aside  what  had  been  done  by  tbe  parliament 
before,  and,  in  reversing  the  proceedings  of  its  immediate 
predecessor,  restored  and  re-enacted,  upon  the  same  prin- 
ciple, all  that  had  been  done  by  the  last  parliament  but 
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1881.  one.  Thus  the  Duke  of  Gloucester's  party,  having  got 
possession  of  the  king's  person,  and  usurped  his  royal 
authority  by  means  of  a  commission,  were,  after  some 
time,  defeated  in  their  turn,  and  all  their  proceedings  and 
those  of  their  parliament  were  reversed  by  a  meeting  of 
great  men  of  De  Vere's  party,  including  the  chief  justice 
and  other  judges,  at  Nottingham,  who  all  pronounced  the 
commission  of  Gloucester's  party  void.  The  fiivourite, 
before  created  Etal  of  Oxford,  was  then  made  Duke  of 
Ireland ;  and  afterwards  the  Duke  of  Gloucester  and  his 
faction,  in  a  tumultuous  manner,  came  to  the  parliament, 
threw  down  their  gauntlets  against  the  favourite,  by  way, 
I  suppose,  of  commencing  worthily  a  judicial  proceeding ; 
and  after  a  violent  struggle,  more  worthy  of  a  lawless  mob 
than  a  court  of  law,  appealed  him  and  his  associates  of 
treason  for  the  Nottingham  resolution.  By  way  of  securing 
justice  in  the  trial  of  this  appeal,  the  peers  present  began 
by  taking  an  oath  that  they  would  find  for  the  appellant, 
that  is,  that  they  would  at  all  events  convict  the  parties 
accused.  The  question  being  one  .of  life  and  death,  and 
of  forfeiture  of  all  property,  and  of  attainder  of  blood, 
those  venerable  judges,  who  had  to  decide  whether  or  not 
the  men  should  be  hanged,  and  their  issue  disinherited,  all 
took  an  oath  to  find  them  guilty;  and  having  thus  qualified 
themselves  for  the  impartial  exercise  of  their  high  judicial 
functions,  proceeded  Uierein  with  the  most  religious  regard 
to  the  oath  thus  taken.  They  seem  to  have  been  resolved 
that,  as  honest  men,  they  should  not  add  perjury  to  ii>- 
justice;  but  having  taken  an  oath  to  do  wrong,  they  should 
do  as  they  had  sworn.  Accordingly,  certain  peers  were 
attainted  by  their  judgment,  including  Aubrey  de  Ver^ 
Earl  of  Oxford. 

Now  it  does  not  appear  by  very  clear  evidence  what 
the  limitations  were  of  the  honours  he  then  enjoyed ;  but 
this  is  plain,  that  some  years  afterwards,  in  the  16th  of 
Richard  II.,  another  proceeding  took  place,  and  the 
other  party  having  the  upper  hand,  they  restored  in 
blood  several  of  those  peers  who  had  been  thus  deprived 
of  their  honours,  passing  an  act,  which,  though  I  have  not 
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hetemy  note  of  it,  I  recollect  professes  to  restore;  the  1831. 
first  word  in  the  operative  sentence  on  the  roll  of  par-  ^-^^r-^-f 
li-ment  being  «  restiua."  •  "''TJSl'*" 

The  act  proceeds  upon  the  recital  of  the  attainder  which 
bad  taken  place  five  years  before,  and,  in  fact,  does  no 
more  than  reverse  that  attainder  as  far  as  regards  De  Vere. 
Now  it  is  remarkable,'  that  this  is  the  whole  foundation  for 
what  Lord  Chief  Justice  Crewe  says,  that  this  grdni  of 
peerage  was  by  **  assent  of  parliament/'  There  is  cef  • 
tainly  not  another  word  to  show  that  the  act  of  the  16th  of 
Ric  II.  enabled  the  crown  to  grant  a  peerage  with  such 
limitation ;  and  I  would  ask  your  Lordships,  if  any  thing 
in  the  words  I  have  referred  to  justifies  the  statement  that 
an  act  of  parliament  was  necessary  so  to  enable  the  crown. 
In  one  sense,  indeed,  the  Chief  Justice  is  quite  rights  An 
act  of  parliament  was  necessary  to  enable  the  crown  to 
ennoble  De  Vere,  because  a  former  act  of  parliament  had 
attainted  him,  and  the  crown  conld  not  restore  him  in 
bkxx},  so  as  to  make  him  capable  of  taking  honours,  ^ith- 
oot  the  authority  of  parliament  An  act  of  parliament  was 
also  necessary  for  enabling  the  crown  to  restore  a  peerage 
which  a  previous  act  of  parliament  had  taken  away.  But 
it  is  equally  clear  that  an  act  of  parliament  was  not  required 
because  of  the  limitation  under  which  the  honours  were  to 
be  granted ;  for  the  crown  was  not  granting  a  new  dignity, 
but  restoring  an  old  one,  forfeited  by  a  statute  passed  in 
the  11th  of  Ric.  II.  That  proceeding,  abominable  as  it 
was,  and  contrary  to  all  deeency  as  well  as  justice,  was  still 
dotbed  with  all  the  forms  of  a  statute,  and  could  not  be 
legally  contravened  without  the  authority  of  another  act 
repealing  it.  In  modem  times,  if  a  man  is  convicted  of 
high  treason  in  Westminster  Hall,  the  crown  can  reverse 
that  attainder;  but  it  is  clearly  otherwise  if  the  attainder 
be  by  act  of  parliament,  for  then  nothing  but  another  act 

*  *'  Le  Roy  ad  de  sa  grace  especiale  restiiui,  done,  et  grante, 
**  par  assent  du  parliament,  al  dit  S'  Aubrey  le  noun*  title, 
"  estaty  et  honour  a  dit  S'  Aubrey  et  ses  heir  madles  a.  toute 
**  jours,  et  luy  fist  Count  d'Oxenford  en  plain  parlement."-^ 
RoU.ParL  III.  SOS.  See  the  note  at  the  end  o£  the  case, 
VOL.  V.  Z 
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1881.  can  reverse  it  The  king,  even  in  Richard  the  Second's 
time,  was  not  supposed  to  have  the  power  of  reversing  an 
attainder  created  by  statute ;  consequently,  it  was  absolutely 
necessary,  to  restore  the  heir  of  the  favourite,  that  an  act 
Aonld  pass  reversing  his  attainder:  and  this  is  the  true 
reason  of  the  entry  on  the  Rolls  being  jfer  assefU  de  par^ 
liamerU,  This  entry  does  not  apply  to  the  limitation  to 
*<  heirs  male "  general,  but  to  the  incapacity  of  the  party 
taking  the  honours,  owing  to  his  attainder  by  a  former 
parliament. 

I  must  be  permitted  to  add  one  word  more  with  respect 
to  the  authority  of  the  decision  on  which  I  am  commenting. 
The  law  respecting  honours,  and  the  great  difference  be- 
tween the  principles  of  our  jurisprudence  when  applied  to 
the  descent  of  real  proper^,  and  those  principles  when 
applied  to  dignities,  was  not,  in  the  time  of  Lord  Chief 
Justice  Crewe^  so  well  understood  as  it  is  now,  in  conse- 
quence of  decisions  since  his  day*  For  example,  my  Lord 
Cretre,  if  he  had  been  asked  whether  or  not  there  was 
possessioJrcUris  of  a  dignity,  must  have  given. an  answer  the 
very  opposite  to  what  we  should  now  give  to  the  same 
question :  so  the  nature  and  constitution  of  a  barony  in 
fee  (or  fee  tail),  has  been  elucidated  and  setded  since  his 
time ;  indeed,  I  may  say  the  law  respecting  it  is  now  some- 
what differently  understood. 

It  may  also  be  observed  that,  beside  the  cases  in  1640 
and  1669, — the  cases  of  the  barony  erf*  Grey  de  Ruthyn 
and  the  barony  of  Fits  Waller,  to  which  I  have  been 
alluding^  -—  the  law  laid  down,  in  167S,  by  the  ancestor  of 
the  noble  lord  in  the  chair,  threw  new  light  on  the  law  of 
dignities*  In  the  cases  I  refer  to,  that  celebrated  penspn, 
though  a  layman,  pronounced  as  learned  and  well««)easoned 
a  judgment  as  any  lawyer  in  Westminster  Hall  could  have 
done,  on  the  very  nice  points  of  doctrine  which  he  had 
occasion  to  discuss.  I  wish  to  say  nothing  disrespectful  of 
Lord  Chief  Justice  Crewe's  judgment;  but  if  I  were  to 
state  which  of  the  two  was  the  most  lawyer-like  opinion^ 
that  of  the  layman,  my  Lord  Shaftesbury,  in  1678,  or  that 
of  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  in  1626,  I  should  prefer  the 
former  to  the  latter,  as  more  conformable  to  the  principles 
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of  the  law,  and  the  decisions  referred  to.     But  it  issnffi-        1681. 
dent  for  me  to  say,  that  Lord  Shaftesbury's  decision  has 
always  been  acted  upon,  and  that  in  a  subsequent  case  the 
distinction  taken  was  the  ground  of  proceeding. 

I  have  stated  that  the  reversal  of  an  attainder  in  the  11th 
of  Richard  II.  was  effected  by  means  of  an  act  in  the  six- 
teenth of  the  same  reign,  as  regarded  De  Vere.     Aftei> 
wards,  in  the  twenty-first  of  the  same  king,  came  a  general 
reversal  of  all  the  attainders;  but  this,  it  is  to  be  observed, 
both  fortifies  my  argument,  and  does  away  the  eflect  of 
Lord  Chief  Justice  Crewe's  observation  in  Jones's  Reports; 
for  it  is  exceedingly  remarkable,  that  the  very  same  words, 
per  assent  de  pariiamentj  are  to  be  found  in  the  next  entiy, 
in  setting  forth  that  general  reversal.     You  will  find  them 
in  the  Rolis  of  ParL^  2\  Ric.  IL,  302.,  where  the  reversal 
of  John  of  Lancaster's  attainder  is  recorded.  Now,  what  was 
the  case  there?  There  was  no  mention  whatever  of  *^  heirs 
^  male  general **  in  the  limitation.     It  was  merely  a  restora^ 
tion  in  blood :  he  is  not  restored  to  any  thing,  nor  invested 
by  grant  with  any  thing,  to  him  and  his  heirs  male,  as  De 
Vere  was  in  the  16th  of  Ric.  II. ;  but  yet  all  is  recorded  to 
be  doneptfr  assent  de  parliament :  clearly  showing  that  the 
reason  of  the  assent  of  parliament  being  required  and 
recorded  in  De  Vere's  case,  was  to  get  rid  of  a  former  act 
of  parliament.     Now  Lord  Chief  Justice  Crewe's  observa* 
tion  rests  entirely  upon  the  words  per  assent  de  parliament^ 
in  De  Vere's  case ;  and  it  seems  quite  clear  that  the  refer- 
ence I  have  been  making  to  the  subsequent  case  at  once 
destroys  the  whole  foundation. 

I  have  stated  to  your  Lordships,  that  the  legislation  of 
those  turbulent  times  was  a  series  of  reversals ;  and  accord- 
ingly, in  the  1st  of  Hen.  IV.,  the  first  thing  the  parliament 
did  was  to  reverse  De  Vere's  and  the  other  reversals. 
It  reversed  the  acts  of  the  16th  and  21st  Ric.  II.,  and  not 
content  with  that,  it  revived  the  origmal  act  of  the  1  Itb ; 
and  not  content  with  that,  it  restored  all  die  persons  who 
had  been  attainted  on  the  reversal :  so  true  it  is,  to  use  the 
words  of  Mr.  Hume,  that  *«  the  ancient  history  of  England 
"  is  nothing  but  a  catalogue  of  reversals ;  every  thing  is  in 
**  fluctuation  and  movement     One  fiiction  is  continually 
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18S1.        Secondly^  whether,  according  to  the  legal  construction  of 
^^v*-^       the  patent  granted  to  the  Earl  of  Devon,  the  dignity  con- 
Mtox  rxBKAat  f^Yj^  upon  him  was  limited  to  his  collateral  heirs  male* 

Upon  the  first  question,  I  can  see  no  reason  why  the 
crown,  which  undoubtedly  has  power  to  limit  a  dignity  to 
a  man  and  the  heirs  of  his  body,  with  remainders  over  to 
several  difierent  persons  and  the  heirs  of  their  bodies  in 
succession,  should  not  have  authority  to  confer  a  dignity 
on  a  man,  and  to  limit  it  to  his  heirs  male,  that  is,  to  the 
heirs  male  of  his  body,  (who,  being  his  nearest  heirs  male, 
would  have  the  prior  right,)  and  failing  them,  to  his  col- 
lateral heirs  male.     It  must  be  recollected,  that  his  col^ 
lateral  heirs  male  must  be  of  the  blood  of  the  grantee,  — 
they  must  be  descended  from  the  same  common  ancestor. 
In  a  constitutional  view,  there  is  no  objection  to  the  great 
extent  of  a  grant  of  that  sort.    The  thing  to  be  guarded 
against  is  the  giving  of  peerages  with  such  limited  interest 
as  shall  not  be  sufficient  to  give  them  weight  and  dignity, 
and  shall  make  them— -what,  as  members  of  the  legis* 
lature^  they  ought  to  be — independent  of  the  crown.    Mr. 
Justice  Doddridge  tells  your  Lordships,  that  the  King  may 
grant  a  peerage  in  tail,  for  life,  pour  aider  vie^  or  for  years. 
It  is,  however,  due  to  the  memory  of  that  learned  Judge, 
to  say,  that  when  he  speaks  of  peerages  pour  outer  vie  and 
for  years,  he  adds,  **  as  it  is  said"     I  hope  that  the  King 
will  never  be  advised  to  make  peers  for  life  only,  for  such 
grants  would  have  the  effect  of  destroying   the  consti* 
tutional  weight  of  the  House  of  Peers.     As  to  peerages 
pour  outer  vie  or  for  years,  I  cannot  bring  myself  to  think 
that  such  peerages  could  be  legally  created.    Neither  Lord 
Coke  nor  my  Lord  Chief  Baron  Comjns,  the  latter  of 
which  learned  writers  has,  in  his  Digest,  collected  all  the 
law  on  this  subject  *,  recognize  any  power  in  the  crown 
of  creating  peers  pour  outer  vie.     Both  Lord  Coke  and 
Comyns  say,  that  the. King  cannot  grant  a  peerage  for 
years ;  for  then,  say  they,  it  would  go  to  the  executor  or 
administrator  of  the  first  grantee,  who  might   have  no 
connection  with  him  in  blood.     The  highest  privilege  of 
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the  peen^  is  die  right  to  give  a  vote  in  this  House.  The  1S81. 
peer  pour  outer  vie  must  not  only,  as  has  been  said,  enquire 
eveiy  morning  whether  his  peerage  continues ;  be  cannot 
vote  until  he  has  ascertained  that  the  person  on  whose  life 
it  depends  is  alive.  Now  circumstances  operate  on  my 
mind  so  strongly  against  the  legality  of  such  grants,  that, 
as  your  Lordships  have  been  referred  to  only  one  instance 
of  a  peerage  pour  outer  vie^  and  to  no  instance  of  a  peer 
for  years,  I  do  not  think  that  the  King  can  l^ally  create 
such  peerages.  The  only  peerage  pour  outer  vie  *  was 
conferred  on  the  heir  apparent  of  a  peer :  his  blood  was, 
before  the  grant,  noble.  There  was  nothing  derogatory  to 
the  dignity  of  the  peers  in  giving  such  a  person  a  seat 
amongst  them.  But  would  it  be  consistent  with  the  maxim 
of  law,  that  all  peers  are  nobilitate  pares^  although  gradu 
impares,  to  raise  men  to  nobility  for  a  time  only,  or  who 
were  to  be  degraded  on  the  death  of  another  person  ?  If 
what  Mr.  Justice  Doddridge  says,  on  his  own  authority, 
and  not  from  the  relation  of  other  persons,  be  correct, 
there  cannot  be  a  doubt  but  that  the  king  may  confer  a  dig- 
nity on  a  man,  and  limit  it  to  his  collateral  heirs.  Your 
Lcnrdships  have  also,  on  that  point,  the  authority  of  Lord 
Coke  and  Chief  Baron  Comyns,  who  say,  that  a  peerage 
may  be  limited  to  one  and  his  heirSf  or  the  heirs  of  his 
hodjf^  or  the  heirs  male  of  his  body.f  •  There  are  no  other 
heirs  but  heirs  collateral  and  heirs  direct,  or  from  the 
body.  Now,  your  Lordships  find  that  peerages  may  be 
limited  to  heirs,  or  heirs  of  the  body.  The  heirs  first 
mentioned  must  be  understood  to  include  such  as  are  not 
heirs  of  the  body  of  the  grantee.  These  heirs  first  men- 
tioned can  be  no  other  than  collateral  heirs. 

Your  Lordships  have  been  referred  by  the  learned  gen- 
tlemen at  the  bar  to  many  grants  exactly  similar  to  the 
present  The  Attorney-General  has  observed,  that  none 
of  them  have  ever  been  brought  under  the  consideration  of 
this  house.  It  has  so  happened,  that  most  of  the  noble 
persons  on  whom  such  peerages  have  been  conferred  lost 

•  The  Earldom  of  Rutland.     See  Rot  Cart.  13th  Ric.  U. 
\  Dignity,  c.  4. ;  Co.  Lit.  16. 
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18S1*  their  heads  under  attainders  for  treason,  and,  with  them, 
the  honours  given  to  their  &mtlies«  No  opportunity  of 
making  a  daim  to  any  such  peerage  has  ever  occurred. 
But  when  your  Lordships  recollect  by  whom  the  King  has 
always  been  advised  in  all  the  grants  made  by  him,  you 
will  think  tliat  any  grant  of  this  kind  is  an  authority  of 
great  weight  in  favour  of  the  right  of  the  crown  to  make 
such  a  grant.  Indeed,  your  Lordships  will  find,  that  you 
have  no  other  authority  but  the  practice  of  making  such 
grants  to  support  the  prerogative  of  the  King  to  confer 
peerages,  by  the  writs  or  patents  under  which  all  your 
Lordships  hold  your  seats  in  this  bouse.  The  Attorney- 
General,  who  has  always  been  a  lawyer, — the  Lord  Privy 
Seal,  who  was  in  ancient  times  a  judicial  officer, — the  Lord 
Chancellor,  who  was  at  the  head  of  the  law, — would  have 
taken  care  that  no  illegal  grant  of  a  peerage  should  be 
made. 

.  What  is  there  to  oppose  to  the  authority  of  the  opinions 
of  Lord  Coke  and  Lord  Chief  Baron  Comyns,  supported, 
as  these  opinions  are^  by  the  several  instances  of  similar 
limitations  of  peerages  ?  The  judgment  of  this  House  in 
the  case  of  the  Earl  of  Oxford  does  not  stand  in  our  way. 
The  patent  in  that  case  was  in  the  same  terms  as  in  the 
present ;  and  this  House  decided,  <<  that  the  earldom  of 
^'  Oxford  is  descended,  and  ought  of  right  to  come,  unto 
^<  the  heir  male."  But  the  five  Judges  who  gave  their 
opinions  to  the  House  upon  that  case,  said,  **  That  the 
^*  earldom  of  Oxford  was  entailed  upon  Aubrey  de  Vere 
"  and  his  heirs  male  by  the  parliament  of  16  Ric.  IL; 
*'  and  that  an  estate  therein  to  the  heirs  male  was  suffi* 
*'  cienih/  raised^  which  could  not  have  been  as  the  same  is 
*f  limited,  if  it  had  only  been  by  an  ordinance  in  parliament  ** 
These  learned  Judges  answer  the  question  put  to  them 
without  explainihg,  or  referring  to  any  authority  in  sup« 
port  of  their  opinion.  They  do  not  appear  to  me  to  have 
attended  to  what  was  done  by  the  legislature  in  this  case. 
It  did  not  create  de  novo  the  earldom  of  Oxford :  the  king 
could  have  done  that  without  the  assent  of  parliament. 
But  parliament,  instead  of  creating  a  new  earldom,  accord- 
ing to  the  express  language  of  the  act,  provided  that  the 


SXTOir  PBEAAOX 
CLAIM. 


ON  APPEALS  AND  WRITS  OF  ERROR.  SS3 

forfeited  earldom  should  be  continued  in  dme  to  come,  and  I8S1. 
restored  it  to  Aubrey  de  Vere  and  his  heirs.  It  required 
the  author!^  of  parliament  to  restore  and  continue  what 
parliament  had  put  an  end  to.  The  old  earldom  having 
been  extinguished  by  the  parliamentary  attainder,  and  the 
king,  being  desirous  that  that  earldom  should*  be  revived^ 
obtained  the  assent  of  parliament  for  its  revival,  and  the 
continuance  of  it  in  Aubrey  de  Vere's  &mily.  If  a  new 
creation  had  been  made  with  the  same  limitation,  the  assent 
of  parliament  would  not  have  been  required,  because  it  would 
not  have  been  necessary  that  any  thipg  that  had  been  done  by 
parliament  should  be  undone.  If  the  Judges  thought  that 
the  authority  of  parliament  was  required  on  account  of  the 
nature  of  the  limitation,  I  think  that  they  were  mistaken ; 
and  I  am  warranted  in  saying  so,  because,  in  all  the  cases 
in  which  a  new  creation  was  made,  and  not  a  forfeited  title 
restored,  although  the  limitation  was  the  same  as  in  the 
present  case,  the  aid  of  parliament  was  not  required.  The 
Lord  Chief  Justice  Crewe^  who  ddivered  the  opinion  of 
those  Judges,  said,  **  The  earldom  is  restored^  by  the  ussent 
**  of  parliament  J  to  Aubrey  de  Vere  and  his  heirs  male  for 
^*  ever;  which  is  a  special  limitation  to  the  males  by  par- 
**  liament,  and  out  of  the  ordinary  rules  of  law;  for  the  limit- 
**  ation  subsists  by  parliament  If  it  were  but  an  ordinance 
^  in  parliament,  it  could  not  properly  make  him  earl,  nor 
^  give  him  this  special  estate  tail."  This  is  little  more  than 
another  statement  of  the  opinion  given  by  the  five  Judges ; 
but  his  LfOrd'ship  proceeds,  and  says,  "  It  is  plain,  that,  in 
*^  the  case  of  a  common  person,  it  were  a  fee  simple  if  a  com- 
mon  person  made  such  a  gift.  If  the  king  made  such  a 
grant  by  patent,  it  is  void  in  law."  The  learned  Chief  Jus- 
tice was  evidently  thinking  of  a  grant  of  lands  when  he  talks 
of  grants  made  by  common  persons.  The  grant  of  an  earl- 
dom can  only  be  made  by  an  uncommon  person^  —  by  the 
sovereign*  Whether  the  other  Judges  took  the  same  view 
of  that  case  as  the  Chief  Justice  we  do  not  know.  The 
Judges  who  gives  the  opinion  of  his  brethren,  is  alone  re- 
sponsible for  the  arguments  used  by  him  to  support  it. 
The  responsibility  of  the  others  is  limited  to  the  answer  to 
the  question  put  by  the  house.  But  if  that  opinion  had  not 
only  the  sanction  of  the  five  Judges,  but  of  all  the  Judges 
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18S1.       that  ever  sat  iu  Westminster  Hail,  there  woold  be  no  diffi* 
^*^^>r^      calty  in  showing  that  it  was  erroneous. 
DzvoN  rsEKAoi       j^^  j^j.^  Chief  Justlce  confounded  peerages  with  entaik 

of  lands.  There  is  no.  analogy  between  the  two  cases.  En- 
tails  of  land  are  governed  by  the  statute  De  dcnis.    That 
statute  does  not  affect  titles,  armorial  bearings^  or  the  limit* 
ations  of  any  inheritable  rights,  except  rights  in  lands.  The 
words  of  the  statute  prove  this.  Although  the  statute  begins 
with  the  words  ^  in  primis  de  tenementis"  its  provisions  show 
that  the  word  tenementis  was  not  to  be  used  in  its  full  sense, 
in  which  it  would  include  dignities,  but  was  to  be  confined 
to  lands,  and  to  such  interests  issuing  out  of  lands  as  were 
alienable :  titles  of  honour  never  could  be  alienated.    The 
statute,  in  describing  the  subjects  on  which  it  may  attach, 
says,  lands  given  on  the  condition  of  returning  to  the  donor 
if  the  donee  left  no  heirs  by  his  wife;  and,  secondly,  iene^ 
menis  given  in  free  marriage.     Such  tenements  must  be  in- 
terests in  lands.    The  history  of  the  law  of  real  property 
shows  that  this  statute  had  no  relation  to  dignities.    It  is, 
my  Lords,  a  curious  history,  and  proves,  that  although  we 
lawyers  are  now  taunted  with  being  adverse  to  reform,  that 
when  reform  was  required  by  the  state  of  property  in  the 
country,  and  the  legislature  were  not  disposed  to  concede 
it,  we  were  very  daring  reformers.    The  division  of  pro- 
perty,-*- the  opulence  of  the  middle  classes,  — the  ex- 
tension of  liberty,  —  and  the  establishment  of  the  pres^it 
state  of  society,  were  brought  about  by  lawyers,  in  oppo- 
sition to  the  will  of  the  legislature.     Some  of  your  Lord- 
ships* ancestors,  wishing  to  perpetuate  the  wealth   and 
power  of  thdr  families,  settled  their  lands  on  their  issue  in 
perpetual  succession,  like  the  strict  tailzies  in  the  northern 
part  of  the  island.    These  estates  were  called  conditional 
fees ;  the  condition  on  which  they  were  granted  being,  that 
they  were  to  return  to  tlie  donors  on  failure  of  the  issue  of  the 
donees.     Of  course,  lands  so  given  remained  inalienable  as 
long  as  there  were  any  descendants  of  the  donees.    By  these 
contrivances  all  the  lands  of  the  kingdom  were  in  the  hands 
of  a  few  barons,  some  individuals  of  that  class  holding  vrhtAe 
counties.    The  judges  were  determined  to  break  through 
these  entails ;  and  by  a  train  of  reasoning  rather  illogical 
they  came  to  the  conclusion,  that  gifts  on  0(mdition  of  the 
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lands  remaining  in  the  families  of  the  donees  were  the  same  185l» 
as  gifts  on  the  condition  of  having  children,  and  that  as 
soon  as  a  child  was  born  to  the  donee  the  condition  of  the 
grant  Was  performed,  and  the  conditional  fee  became  an 
absolute  alienable  fee.  To  get  rid  of  a  doctrine  so  morti- 
fying to  the  pride  of  those  who  at  that  time  were  disposed 
to  call  their  lands  after  their  names  ibr  ever,  this  statute 
De  donb  was  passed,  by  which  it  was  provided  that  en- 
tailed lands  should  remain  according  to  the  form  of  the 
gifts  of  the  donors,  which  generally  were  to  the  donees  and 
their  issue  for  ever.  The  restraints  imposed  on  the  alien- 
ation of  lands  by  this  statute  were  got  rid  of  by  fines  and 
recoveries,  or  sham  actions,  in  which  the  persons  to  whom 
the  owners  of  entailed  lands  wished  to  convey  them  re^ 
covered  the  possession  of  such  lands,  and  secured  their 
rights  to  them.  Your  Lordships  must  perceive  that  this 
statute  does  not  afiect  titles  of  honour.  Lord  Coke  says, 
that  if  an  estate  in  lands  be  given  to  a  man  and  his  heirs 
mal^  it  will  be  an  estate  in  fee ;  because,  he  adds,  such  a 
gift  is  not  brought  within  the  restraint  of  the  statute  De 
donis.  If  the  statute  De  donis  does  not  attach  in  titles, 
this  reasoning  of  Lord  Coke  does  not  apply  to  titles :  and 
the  same  Lord  Coke  tells  us,  that  that  doctrine  does  not 
apply  to  a  grant  of  arms ;  for,  he  says,  if  arms  be  granted 
to  a  man  and  his  heirs  maUf  the  right  to  these  arms  will 
pass  under  the  grant  to  a  collateral  heir  male.  In  prin* 
ciple  there  is  no  difference  between  a  grant  of  arms  and  a 
grant  of  a  dignity.  I  trust,  therefore,  that  I  have  got  rid 
of  the  authority  of  Lord  Chief  Justice  Crewe,  and  shown 
your  Lordships  that  the  learned  judge  was  mistaken  when 
be  applied  the  rules  by  which  property  in  lands  is  r^u- 
lated  to  the  inheritance  of  dignities,  and  that  there  is  no 
law  to  prevent  the  crown  from  limiting  the  inheritance  of 
a  peerage  in  the  manner  in  which  this  peerage  is  limited. 

Was,  then,  the  dignity  conferred  on  the  Earl  of  Devon, 
according  to  the  legal  construction  of  his  patent,  limited  to 
bis  collateral  heirs  male?  There  is  no  reason  to  suppose 
that  the  words  of  his  body  were  omitted  by  accident :  on 
the  contrary,  part  of  the  patent  shows  that  these  words 
were  omitted  for  the  purpose  of  enlarging  the  terms  of  the 
grant,  so  that  they  might  include  all  the  descendants  of  the 
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ISSl.  first  E^rl  of  Devon.  The  earl  was  to  have  privilq[es  that 
would  not  belong  to  him  as  a  newly-created  earl.  He  was 
to  be  regarded  as  the  legal  descendant  of  the  first  earl,  and 
to  have  all  the  privileges  that  would  have  belonged  to  him 
if  the  honours  of  the  first  earl  had  r^ularly  descended  to 
him.  Thb  last-made  Earl  of  Devon  was  to  have  the  same 
state,  honour,  and  place  that  any  one  of  his  ancestors  who 
before  that  time  was  Earl  of  Devon  had  enjoyed.  I  do 
not  rely  on  the  general  history  of  this  noble  family.  I 
confine  myself  to  the  strict  legal  rule,  of  collecting  the 
meaning  of  the  grantor  from  the  terras  of  the  grant. 
From  this  part  of  the  grant  I  infer,  that  that  peerage  was 
not  to  be  taken  as  a  peerage  created  in  the  ordinary 
manner,  but  in  such  way  as  showed  the  sovereign's  r^;ard 
for  her  near  relation,  and  her  sense  of  the  injustice  that 
had  been  done  to  his  family.  Am  I  to  put  the  same- con- 
struction on  a  grant  not  limited  in  its  operation  by  the 
terms  '*  of  the  body"  as  on  one  in  which  I  find  them  in* 
serted?  Lord  Coke  shall  answer  this  question  for  me. 
He  says,  a  grant  to  a  man  and  his  heirs  male,  and  a  grant 
to  a  man  and  the  heirs  male  of  his  body,  b  not  a  grant  of 
the  same  estate ;  for  the  first  gives  in  lands  an  estate  in 
fee,  the  second  gives  only  an  estate  tail :  that  a  grant  of 
lands  by  the  King  in  these  words  would  be  void ;  because, 
whilst  it  shows  an  intention  only  to  grant  an  estate  tail,  it 
would,  if  allowed  to  operate,  give  an  estate  in  fee  simple, 
and  is  therefore  void,  as  being  calculated  to  give  more 
than  the  King  intended  should  pass.  These  opinions 
prove  that  this  is  a  grant  of  more  extensive  import  than 
one  to  a  man  and  the  heirs  of  his  body.  It  is  a  general 
rule  of  construction,  that  effect  is  to  be  given  to  all  the 
terms  of  a  grant  in  which  there  is  nothing  contrary  to  law. 
I  have  shown  that  there  is  nothing  contrary  to  law  in  this 
grant  By  giving  efiect  to  all  the  terms  of  it,  you  establish 
the  right  of  the  collateral  heirs  of  the  grantees. 

If  I  have  removed  the  objection  as  to  the  crown  not 
having  the  power  to  make  such  a  grant  without  the  assent 
of  parliament,  then  the  judgment  of  this  house  in  the 
Oxford  case  is  an  authority  to  prove,  that  by  a  grant  in 
those  terms  a  peerage  will  pass  to  collateral  heirs. 
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Upon  the  Report  of  the  Committee  for  Privileges^  it  was        18S1. 
resolved  and  adjudged  by  the  Lords  Spiritual  and  Tem- 
poral in  Parliament  assembled, 

"  That  William  Viscount  Courtenay  hath  made 
*^  out  his  claim  to  the  Title,  Honour,  and 
"  Dignity  of  Earl  of  Devon." 


CLAUC. 


Note. 

The  Empress  Maude,  (as  it  is  said,)  created  Alberic  de 
Vere  Great  Chamberlain  of  England  as  well  as  Earl  of 
Oxford.  *  A  confirmation  or  new  charter  of  the  Earldom 
was  granted  to  him  by  Henry  the  Second,  to  hold  to  him 
and  his  heirs,  f  The  office  of  Great  Chamberlain  had 
been  held  by  the*first  Earl  of  Oxford,  under  a  grant  from 
Henry  the  First. 

The  Earldom  of  Oxford,  with  the  office  of  Great  Cham- 
berlain, descended  to  Robert  de  Vere,  the  ninth  earl,  who 
was  the  heir  male  and  heir  general  of  the  respective  grantees' 
bodies.  Robert,  the  ninth  Earl  of  Oxford,  was  created  by 
Richard  the  Second  Marquess  of  Dublin  and  Duke  of  Ire- 
land. In  February,  11  RicIL,  1S88,  the  Duke  of  Ireland 
was  attainted  by  act  of  parliament,  when  all  his  honours 
were  forfeited.  |  He  died  without  bsue  before  1893,  leaving 
his  uncle  Aubrey  de  Vere  his  heir,  who  was  then  heir  male^ 
as  well  as  heir  general,  of  the  grantees  of  the  Earldom  of 
Oxford,  and  of  the  office  of  Great  Chamberlain.  The  pro- 
ceeding to  which  the  Lord  Chancellor  alludes  (p.  325.) 
was  in  the  parliament  at  Westminster,  on  Wednesday, 
23d  January,  16  Ric.  II.,  1392-3. 

**  Fait  a  rememtSr  qen  cest  plement  p'  ceo  q  Robt  de 
^*  Veer  nadgairs  due  d'Irland  &  count  d'Oxenford  estoit  a 
**  Dieu  comandez  &  nre  8'  le  Roi  est  clerement  apris  q 
<*  Steins  &es  &  teiitz  q  furent  a  dit  Robt  devant  le  jugge- 

*  See  Dugdale's  Baronage,  vol.i.  p.  190. 

•f  Appendix,  No.  V.  to  the  Peerage  Reports,  p.  3.,  from 
Selden's  <'  Titles  of  Honour,"  who  cites  the  original,  then 
among  the  muniments  of  the  Earl  of  Oxford. 

X  Rot.  P&ri.  vol.iii.  p. 229. 237. 
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1831.        ^<  ment  enPs  lay  rendu  en  le  plement  tenuz  a  Weatm  lende- 
*'  main  de  la  Purificaciofi  are  Dame  Ian  du  re^e  nre  dit 
"  8'  le  Roy  unzisme  &  les  queux  p  force  du  dit  juggement 
'*  furent  forfaitz  a  nre  dit  S'  le  Roy  8c  seisez  en  sa  main 
<<  furent  taillez  p  fyn  &  p  force  du  dite  tailie  deivont  de- 
**  scendre  a  9'  Aubrey  de  Veer  come  uncle  &  heir  a  dit 
^*  Robt  si  ad  nre-  5'  le  Roy  g*nte  del  assent  de  plement  a 
**  dit  S'  Aubrey  live  de  toutz  les  tres  &  tentz  a  iuy  ensy 
**  taillez  p  fyn  come  desuis  est  dit  Et  enoutre  combien  q  le 
**  dit  S'  Aubrey  nad  riens  monstre  unqore  en  especial  q  les 
<<  noun  &  estat  du  count  d'Oxenford  soat  a  Iuy  taillez 
"  nientmayns  nre  dit  S'  le  Roy  eiant  consideracion  a  le  boa 
"  &  greable  ^vice  q  le  dit  &'  Aubrey  ad  fait  si  bien  a  nre  dit 
^*  S*"  le  Roi  come  a  son  noble  5^  &  pier  q  Dieux  assoill  & 
<^  coment  les  auncestres  du  dit  ^'  Aubrey  ont  estez  counts 
"  d'Oxenford  dauncien  temps  &  voillant  qlestat  &  noun  del 
<<  counte  d'Oxenford  tout  furent  ils  forfaitz  p  virtue  du  dit 
<<  juggement  ne  cessent  pas  outrement  par  lencheson  sais- 
<*  dite  einz  soient  continuez  en  temps  a  venir  al  bono'  de  nre 
**  dit  SC  le  Roy  &  de  s(m  roialme  si  ad  de  sa  g.ce  especiale 
<*  Yestitut  done  &  g'nte  p  assent  du  plement  al  dit  8'  Aubrey 
<^  le  noun  title  estat  &  bono'  du  count  d'Oxenford  a  avoir 
<^  les  ditz  noun  title  estat  &  bono'  a  dit  8'  Aubrey  &  ses 
^'  heirs  masles  a  toutz  jo's  &  Iuy  fist  count  d'Oxenford  en 
<<  plein  plement  Et  mayntenant  le  dit  counte  fist  homage  a 
'*  nre  dit  8'  le  Roy  &  puis  fuis  mys  &  assls  en  son  lieu  ovesc;^ 
*'  ses  pieres  en  plement  enmciant  treshumblement  nre  dit 
*^  8'  le  Roy  de  sa  bone  &  g^ciouse  S'ie  suisdite."  * 

On  the  12th  February,  16  Ric.  II.,  1388,  a  charter  of 
the  Earldom,  with  the  same  remainder  as  in  the  entry  on 
the  Rolls  of  Parliament,  was  granted  to  Sir  Aubrey  de 
Vere.  f 

.  •  Rot.  Pari.  vol.  iii.  p.  302. 

t  Rot.  Cart  16  Ric.  II.    See  the  Appendix,  No.  V.,  to  the 
Peerage  Reports,  where  it  is  printed. 
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1851. 


Respondents. 


IRELAND. 

(court   of   CHANCERY.) 

The    Most    Honourable    George  1 

Thomas    John,     Marquess     of  V  Appellant ; 
Westmeath J 

The  Most  Honourable  James  ^ 
William  Brownlow  Cecil, 
Marquess  of  Salisbury  ;  Henrt 
WiDMAN  Wood,  Esquire;  the  Ho- 
nourable  and  Reverend  Gerald 
Valerian  Wellesley;  William 
Sheldon,  Esquire  j  the  Most  Ho- 
nourable Emily  Anne  Bennet 
Elizabeth,  Marchioness  of  West- 
meath ;  and  Lady  Rosa  Nugent. 

By  a  deed  dated  in  ISITy  after  reciting  that  disputes  had 
existed  between  W*,  and  £*|  bis  wife,  and  that  they  bad 
been  on  the  point  of  separation,  it  was  witnessed,  that  in 
consideration  that  the  wife  had  consented  to  cohabit  with 
the  husband,  he  had  covenanted  with  S.  (a  trustee)  to  con- 
vey estates  to  his  use,  &c.  for  ninety-nine  years,  Ac.  The 
trusts  of  this  term  were,  that  in  case  the  wife  should  find 
herself  compelled  by  a  renewal  of  the  disputes,  to  cease  to 
cohabit  with  her  husband,  or  live  apart  from  him,  that  a  suffi- 
cient annuity  for  her  separate  maintenance  should  be  raised 
out  of  the  rents,  or  by  sale  or  mortgage  of  the  term ;  and  in 
that  event  the  husband  agreed  to  execute  articles  of  separa- 
tion. The  deed  contained  no  covenant  by  the  trustee,  in- 
demnifying the  husband  against  the  debts  of  the  wife.  After 
the  execution  of  this  deed,  the  husband  and  wife  continued 
to  live  together. 
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Sy  J0  Menture  in  1818,  made  between  the  husband  and  wife 
jnl  irasleesy  after  reciting  that  the  husband,  at  the  desire  of 
ibe  wife,  bad  agreed  to  live  separate  and  apart  from  her,  and 
i»  allow  her  a  separate  maintenance,  the  husband  demised 
Ae  estate  to  trustees  for  a  term,  to  raise  provisions  for  the 
wife  and  an  infant  daughter;  and  the  husband  covenanted 
that  the  wife  might  live  separate  and  apart  from  him,  and 
free  from  his  authority  and  control,  &c. 

This  deed  contained  no  indemnity  against  debts. 

The  parties  continued  to  live  in  the  same  house,  although  they 
slept  in  separate  rooms,  and  met  at  board,  and  appeared  in 
the  world  as  man  and  wife  until  June,  1819,  when  they  finally 
separated. 

In  1822,  the  trustees  in  the  deed  of  1818,  distrained  upon  the 
tenants  of  the  land  charged  with  the  annuity  to  the  wife. 
Upon  bill  filed  in  equity  and  appeal^  held,  Uiat  the  deeds 
were  void ;  the  first,  as  providing  for  a  prospective  separa- 
tion ;  and  the  second,  because  there  was  a  reconciliation. 

XN  the  year  1812,  a  marriage  was  duly  had  and 
solemnized  between  the  Appellant  and  the  Re- 
spondent Emily  Anne  Bennet  Elizabeth  (Cecil), 
who  thereupon  became  Marchioness  of  Westmeath. 

By  settlement  made  upon  the  occasion  of  the 
marriage,  the  Appellant  secured  to  the  Respondent 
the  Marchioness  of  Westmeath  a  jointure  of  3000/., 
and  an  annuity  of  500/.,  in  the  nature  of  pin-money. 

By  a  deed  bearing  date  the  17th  of  December, 
1817f  and  made  between  the.  Appellant  of  the  first 
part,  the  Respondent  the  Marchioness  of  West- 
meath of  the  second  part,  and  the  Respondent  Wil- 
liam Sheldon  of  the  third  part  j  after  reciting  the 
deed  of  marriage  settlement,  bearing  date  the  29th 
of  May,  1812,  and  entered  into  upon  the  mar- 
riage of  the  Appellant  with  the  Respondent  the 
Marchioness  of  Westmeath,  by  which  he  cove- 
nanted to  secure  to  her  a  jointure  of  3000/.  per 
annum  out  of  his  estates  in  Ireland,  but  that  no 
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provision  had  been  made  for  the  issue  of  the  mar-  1^31. 
riage,  and  that  disputes  and  differences  had  for 
some  time  past  existed  between  the  Appellant  and 
the  said  Respondent,  and  had  arisen  to  such  a 
height,  that  they  were  on  the  point  of  separating, 
but  that,  by  the  intervention  of  mutual  friends,  the 
said  Respondent  had  consented  to  live  and  cohabit 
with  the  said  Appellant,  after  he .  should  have  ex- 
ecuted the  deed  now  in  recital,  and  that  there  was 
then  issue  between  them  one  daughter  only,  namely. 
Lady  Rosa  Nugent,  one  of  the  Respondents :  it 
was  among  other  things  witnessed,  in  consideration 
that  the  Respondent  the  Marchioness  of  Westmeath 
had  consented  to  live  and  cohabit  with  her  said 
husband,  he  the  Appellant  for  himself  &c.  cove- 
nanted with  the  Respondent  William  Sheldon,  to 
convey  certain  estates  to  the  use  of  the  Respondent 
William  Sheldon,  his  executors,  administrators,  and 
assigns,  for  niqety-nine  years,  with  remainder  to 
the  use  of  trustees  for  two  hundred  years,  (the 
term  in  the  marriage  settlement  of  1812^  and  upon 
the  trusts  therein  declared),  with  remainder  to  the 
use  of  the  Appellant  for  life,  with  remainder  to  the 
use  and  intent  that  the  Respondent  the  Marchioness 
of  Westmeath  might,  incase  of  surviving  the  Appel- 
lant, receive  a  jointure  of  3000L  per  annum,  with 
remainder  to  trustees  for  the  term  of  1 000  years, 
with  other  remainders  for  the  benefit  of  the  issue 
of  the  marriage,  with  ultimate  remainder  to  the 
Appellant  in  fee ;  and  the  trusts  of  the  term  of 
ninety-nine  years  were  and  it  was  declared,  that 
the  Respondent  the  Marchioness  had  agreed  to 
live  with  the  Appellant  upon  the  express  con- 
dition, that  in  case  it  should  unfortunately  happen, 
that  by  a  renewal  of  such  disputes  and  differences 
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1881.  as  bad  nearly  caused  such  separation  as  aforesaid, 
the  Respondent  the  said  Marchioness  should  find 
^  •  herself  compelled  to  cease  to  cohabit  with  the  Ap- 
pellant  or  live  apart  from  him,  the  said  Respondent 
'William  Sheldon  should  out  of  the  rents,  issues, 
and  profits,  or  by  sale  or  mortgage  of  the  said 
estates,  raise  suc^h  annual  sum  as  should  then,  by 
the  advice  of  their  mutual  friends,  be  agreed  upon 
as  a  proper  and  sufficient  sum  for  the  separate 
maintenance  of  the  Respondent  the  Marchioness 
of  Westmeath,  which  should  be  paid  as  she  should 
appoint,  and  in  default  of  appointment,  into  her 
own  proper  hands  for  her  separate  use :  and  the 
Appellant  thereby  agreed  in  that  event  to  execute 
such  articles  of  separation  as  were  usual  in  such 
cases,  and  necessary  for  the  security  and  com- 
fort of  the  Respondent  the  Marchioness ;  and  he 
thereby  also  covenanted  to  permit  their  daughter, 
and  such  other  child  or  children  as  they  might 
have  between  them,  to  be  and  reside  with  their 
mother  the  said  Respondent  the  Marchioness  of 
Westmeath,  and  to  be  educated  under  her  care  and 
superintendence;  and  the  trustee  was  by  the  said 
deed  empowered  to  raise  money  for*  their  mainte- 
nance and  education  by  means  of  the  said  term  of 
ninety-nine  years:  and  it  was  by  the  said  deed 
declared,  that  the  said  term  and  the  said  provision 
so  agreed  to  be  made,  as  well  as  for  the  said  Mar- 
chioness by  way  of  separate  maintenance,  as  for 
the  education  of  the  Respondent  Lady  Rosa  Nu- 
gent and  any  other  child  or  children  who  might 
be  born,  were  not  to  become  void  by  reason  of  any 
subsequent  reconciliation,  but  the  payment  only 
was  to  be  suspended,  and  was  to  be  revived  if  at 
any  future  time  any  other  separation  should  unfor- 
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tunately  take  place,  but  such  separation  only  to  issi. 
take  place  in  case  of  ill  usage  or  gross  abuse  from 
the  Appellant  to  the  said  Marchioness  j  and  the 
trusts  of  the  term  of  1000  years  were  by  the  deed 
declared  to  be  to  raise  certain  portions  for  younger 
children. 

This  indenture  was  executed  by  all  the  parties 
thereto. 

After  the  execution  of  the  deed  of  the  17th 
of  December,  I8I7,  the  Appellant  and  the  Re- 
spondent, the  Marchioness  his  wife  continued  to 
live  together,  and  in  the  early  part  of  the  year 
1818  the  Respondent  the  Marchioness  became 
pregnant  a  second  time. 

By  another  indenture,  which  was  dated  the  SOth 
of  May»  in  the  year  1818,  though  not  executed  until 
the  10th  day  of  August  in  that  year  and  made  be- 
tween the  Appellant  and  the  Respondent  the  Mar- 
chicMiess  of  Westmeath  of  the  one  part ;  and  the 
Respondents  the  Marquess  of  Salisbury,  by  his  then 
style  and  title  of  Lord  Viscount  Cranborne,  and 
Henry  Widman  Wood,  Esquire,  of  the  other  part  j 
after  reciting  that  the  Appellant  had,  at  the  particu- 
lar instance  and  at  the  sole  desire  of  the  Respondent 
the  Marchioness  his  wife,  agreed  to  live  separate 
and  apart  from  her,  and  to  allow  to  her  during  their 
joint  lives  a  separate  maintenance  for  her  and  her 
child  or  children,  the  Appellant  demised  several 
estates  in  Ireland  to  the  Respondents  the  Marquess 
of  Salisbury  and  Henry  W.  Wood,  their  executors, 
administrators,  and  assigns,  for  ninety-nine  years, 
if  the  Appellant  and  the  said  Respondent  the 
Marchioness  his  wife  should  so  long  live,  upon 
trust,  out  of  the  rents  and  profits,  or  by  sale  or 
mortgage,  to  raise  1300/.  per  annum ;  and  after 
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1831.      six  years,  an  additional  sum  of  300/.  per  annum, 
to  be  paid  as  the  Respondent  the  Marchioness  of 
0-  Westmeath  should  appoint,  and  in  default  of  ap* 

pointment,  into  her  own  bands  for  her  separate 
use,  and  subject  thereto,  in  trust  for  the  Appellant  { 
the  300/.  per  annum  was  to  be  raised  for  the  main- 
tenance of  their  daughter,  and  of  the  child  of  which 
the  Respondent  the  said  Marchioness  was  then 
enceinte ;  if  one  of  the  children  died,  250/.  only 
was  to  be  raised,  which  was  to  cease  in  case  of  the 
death  of  both  ;  and  the  deed  contained  covenants 
on  the  part  of  the  Appellant  for  payment  of  the 
1300/.  and  300/.  per  annum  to  the  said  trustees^  I 

that  he  would  not  intermeddle  with  the  nionies  to 
come  to  the  hands  of  the  Respondent  the  Mar- 
chioness his  wife,  by  virtue  thereof;  and  that  she 
should  have  power,  by  deed  or  will,  to  dispose  of 
the  arrears  and  savings  of  the  annual  payments  as 
well  as  of  her  jewels,  and  whatever  other  personal 
property  she  might  acquire,  or  which  might  devolve 
upon  her.  And  the  Appellant  also  covenanted, 
that  the  said  Respondent  the  Marchioness  his 
wife  might,  notwithstanding  her  coverture,  live 
separate  and  apart  from  the  Appellant,  as  if  she 
were  sole'  and  unmarried,  and  that  she  should 
from  thenceforth  be  freed  and  discharged  from  the 
power,  command,  restraint,  control,  authority,  and 
government  of  the  Appellant ;  and  might  live  and 
reside  in  such  place  and  places,  and  in  such  manner 
as  to  her  should  from  time  to  time  seem  meet ;  and 
that  he  would  not  disturb  or  molest  her  in  her 
manner  of  living,  or  require,  or  by  any  manner  or 
means  whatever,  either  by  ecclesiastical  censures  or 
by  taking  out  any  prpcess,  or  by  commencing  or 
instituting  any  suit  whatever,    compel  the  said 
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Respondent  the  Marchioness  of  Westmeath,  to  issi. 
cohabit  or  live  with  him  ;  and  that  he  would  not  for 
that  purpose,  or  otherwise,  use  any  force,  violence,  v 
or  restraint  to  her  person,  or  sue  or  molest,  or 
cause  to  be  sued  or  molested,  afly  person  or  persons 
for  receiving,  harbouring,  lodging,  protecting,  or 
entertaining  her ;  but  that  she  might  in  all  things 
live  as  if  she  were  sole  and  unmarried,  without  his 
restraint  or  coercion,  or  that  of  any  other  person 
or  persons  by  his  means,  privity,  or  procurement. 

This  deed  did  not  contain  any  clause  for  indem- 
nifying the  Appellant  from  the  debts  of  the  Mar<- 
chioness  of  Westmeath. 

The  Appellant  had  issue  by  the  Respondent  the 
Marchioness  of  Westmeath,  besides  the  Respond- 
ent Lady  Rosa  Nugent,  a  son,  William  Henry 
Willington  Bridges  Nugent,  commonly  called  Lord 
Delvin,  who  was  born  about  the  14th  of  November 
subsequent  to  the  date  and  execution  of  the  last- 
mentioned  indenture,  but  died  before  the  date  of 
the  appeal. 

In  May,  1818,  the  Appellant  executed  a  deed  of 
separation,  which  was  afterwards  cancelled  and 
destroyed.  At  the  time  when  the  Appellant  exe- 
cuted this  deed,  he  delivered  to  the  Respondent 
William  Sheldon  a  protest,  alleging  that  the  deed 
was  executed  against  his  judgment  and  feelings, 
under  circumstances  of  surprise  and  dread  of  the 
miscarriage  and  death  of  his  wife  (who. was  then 
pregnant),  in  case  of  his  refusal  to  execute  the 
deed. 

The  Appellant,  in  the  year  1821,  instituted  a 
suit  in  the  Consbtory  Court  of  the  Bishop  of  Lon- 
don agmnst  the   Marchioness  of  Westmeath,  to 

compel  a  restitution  of  his  conjugal  rights,   to 
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1831.  which  the  Marchioness  pleaded,  and  prayed  fbr  a 
divorce  on  account  of  cruelty  and  adultery.  In 
1826,  a  sentence  was  pronounced  by  Sir  Chris- 
topher Robinson, '  then  the  Judge  of  the  court,  in 
favour  of  the  Appellant,  which  sentence,  upon  an 
appeal,  preferred  by  the  Respondent  the  Mar- 
chioness of  Westmeath,  was  in  1827  reversed  by 
Sir  John  Nichol,  the  Judge  of  the  Court  of 
Arches,  and  from  this  latter  sentence  the  Appel- 
lant lodged  an  appeal  to  the  Court  of  Delegates  *, 
which  was  pending  at  the  date  of  the  institution 
of  the  suit  out  of  which  this  appeal  to  the  House 
of  Lords  arose,  and  continued  pending  until  the 
year  1830,  when  the  sentence  of  Sir  J.  Nichol  was 
affirmed. 

The  Respondents  the  Marquess  of  Salisbury 
and  Henry  W.  Wood,  in  August  or  September, 
1822,  upon  the  refusal  of  the  Appellant  to  pay 
the  annuity  provided  by  the  deed,  distrained  the 
cattle  of  Anne  Conlon,  a  tenant  of  a  part  of 
the  lands  of  Clonatemple,  comprised  in  the  deed 
of  the  30th  of  May,  1818,  for  an  arrear  of  the 
annuity  alleged  to  be  due  under  that  deed ;  and 
the  Respondents  the  Marquess  of  Salisbury  and 
Henry  W.  Wood,  in  like  maimer  and  for  the 
like  purposes,  also  distrained  certain  crops  of 
oats  uncut,  and  potatoes  undug,  on  a  part  of  the 
lands  of  Clonyn,  belonging  to  the  Appellant,  also 
comprised  in  the  said  deed.  Anne  Conlon  and 
the  Appellant  caused  two  several  writs  of  replevin 
and  recaption,  sued  out  by  the  Appellant,  to  be 

•  For  the  facts,  arguments,  and  sentences  in  the  original 
suit  in  the  Consistory  Courts  on  appeal  and  before  the  de* 
legates*  see  Haggard's  Reports,  Vol.  2.  Supplem.  p.  L  et  leq. 
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issued  out  of  the  petty  bag  side  of  the  Court  of  issi. 
Chancery  in  Ireland,  directed  to  the  sheriff  of 
the  county  of  Westmeath,  by  virtue  of  which  the  ^ 
cattle  of  Anne  Conlon  were  replevied;  but,  in 
consequence  of  the  Appellant  being  then  in 
England,  and  not  present  to  enter  into  security 
for  the  return  of  the  com  and  potatoes  distrained, 
belonging  to  the  Appellant,  the  writs  of  replevin 
and  recaption  at  the  suit  of  the  Appellant  were 
refused  by  the  sheriff. 

The  Respondents  the  Marquess  q£  Salisbury  and 
Henry  W.  Wood  also  distrained  the  cattle  and 
crops  of  all  the  other  tenants  of  the  several  lands 
and  premises  in  the  county  of  Westmeath,  com- 
prised in  the  indenture  of  the  30th  of  May,  1818, 
and  likewise  the  crops  and  cattle  of  the  tenants  of 
the  several  and  respective  lands  and  premises  in 
the  county  of  Roscommon,  also  comprised  in  the 
last*mentioned  indenture. 

The  Respondents  the  Marquess  of  Salisbury  and 
Henry  W.  Wood  having  advertised  for  sale  a  part 
of  the  hay,  com,  and  other  crops  distrained  by 
them,  and  having  threatened  that  they  would  pro- 
ceed to  sell  and  dispose  of  the  same,  the  Appellant, 
on  the  7th  day  of  September,  1822,  filed  his  bill 
in  his  Majest)^s  High  Court  of  Chancery  in  Ireland 
against  the  Right  Honourable  James,  then  Viscount 
Cranbome,  now  Marquess  of  Salisbury,  Henry 
Widman  Wood,  Gerald  Valerian  Wellesley,  John 
Talbot,  the  Marchioness  of  Westmeath,  and  Lady 
Rosa  Nugent,  thereby  stating  most  of  the  matters 
herein«before  stated,  and  praying  that  the  inden- 
tures of  the  17th  of  December,  1817,  and  30th  of 
May,  1818,  might  be  set  aside,  and  delivered  up 
to  the  Appellant  to  be  cancelled ;  or  if  the  Court 
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18S1.  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  same  ought  not  to  be 
wholly  set  aside,  then  that  so  much  thereof  as 
tended  to  make  a  provision  for  the  separate  main- 
tenance of  said  Marchioness  of  Westmeath,  and  to 
provide  for  the  maintenance  and  education  of  the 
Appellanffs  children ,  independently  of  tlie  control 
of  the  Appellant,  might  be  declared  void,  the 
Appellant  thereby  offering  to  continue  to  live  with, 
maintain,  support,  and  protect  his  said  wife,  and 
maintain  and  educate  his  children  in  a  suitable 
manner ;  or  ifHhe  Court  should  think  it  necessary 
that  an  issue  should  be  directed  to  try  the  validity 
of  the  deeds  of  the  17th  of  December,  I8I7,  and 
80th  of  May,  1818;  or  that  their  validity  might 
be  tried  in  one  action  only,  that  the  Appellant 
might  not  be  harassed  by  a  multiplicity  of  suits  to 
try  the  same  question,  and  that  his  Lordship  would 
be  pleased  to  direct  such  issue  or  action  to  be  tried 
forthwith;  and  in  the  meantime,  until  the  final 
order  of  the  said  Court,  that  the  said  Re^ondents 
the  Marquess  of  Salisbury  and  Henry  W.  Wood 
might  be  restrained  by  the  injunction  of  said  Coiut 
from  selling,  or  otherwise  disposing  of,  the  cattle, 
corn,  and  other  crops  so  as  aforesaid  distrained  by 
them,  or  any  part  thereof,  and  also  from  making 
any  further  distresses  on  the  said  respective  estates 
of  the  Appellant,  or  any  part  thereof;  and  that 
the  said  Respondents  might  be  also  restrained 
from  suing  the  Appellant  at  law  upon  any  of  the 
covenants  contained  in  the  said  deeds,  or  either  of 
them. 

The  Defendants  having  put  in  their  answers  and 
the  cause  being  at  issue,  the  witnesses  on  the  part 
of  the  Appellant  proved  that  the  Marquess  and 
Marchioness  of  Westmeath  lived   in  the  same 
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house  and  appeared  to  cohabit  together  as  fnan  18S1. 
and  wife  until  June,  1819)  upon  one  occasion 
during  a  visit  to  their  friends  sleeping  in  the  same  ** 
room,  but  in  different  beds.  On  the  part  of  the 
Respondent  the  witnesses  proved  that  although 
they  lived  in  the  same  house»  yet  that  the  house 
and  establishment  belcmged  to  Lady  Westmeath ; 
that  Lord  Westmeath  lived  there  by  permission  of 
his  wife,  and  slept  in  a  separate  room  adjoining 
to  that  in  which  Lady  Westmeath  slept,  and  that 
her  maid  every  night  bolted  the  door  of  commu- 
nication :  that  in  Jun^  1819>  a  total  and  final 
separation  took  place*  * 

^  The  followiog  short  statements  of  proceedings  are  ren- 
dered necessary,  by  allusions  being  made  to  them  in  the  judg- 
ment :  — 

In  June,  1819,  a  bill  was  filed  in  the  Court  of  Chancery  in 
England,  praying  that  the  deeds  might  be  deliTered  up  to  be 
cancelled,  or  that  so  much  of  them  as  provided  a  separate 
maintenance  for  the  wife  and  children,  might  be  declared  void, 
and  an  injunction  in  the  meantime.  The  common  injunction 
having  issued,  an  order  nisi  was  obtained;  and,  upon  the  answers 
being  filed,  and  no  cause  being  shown,  the  injunction  was  dis-* 
solved.  A  motion  was  afterwards  made  to  revive  it,  but  re- 
fused by  Eldon  d    See  1  Jacob,  136. 

In  March,  1821,  Lord  Westmeath  dbtahied  a  writ  of  haheaa 
corpuSf  returnable  in  the  Common  Heas,  for  the  purpose  of 
having  Lady  Rosa  Nugent  restored  to  him.  She  was  then 
about  seven  years  old,  and  had  been  left,  by  consent,  with  Lady 
Westmeath,  who,  upon  argument  of  the  case,  shewed  by  the 
affidavits  of  medical  men,  that  the  child  was  in  weak  health, 
and  required  unremitting  attention.  But  the  Judges  being  of 
opinion  that  the  father  was  by  law  entitled  to  the  custody  of 
the  child,  ordered  that  she  should  be  delivered  up  to  him, 
which  was  done  accordingly. 

In  1828  an  action  was  brought  in  the  King^s  Bench  against 
Lord  Westmeath,  by  a  tradesman  who  had  supplied  goods  to 
Lady  Westmeath.  It  was  tried  before  Abbott  C.  J.,  and  a 
verdict  taken  for  the  plaintiff,  subject  to  the  award  of  Mr. 
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18S1.        By  an  indenture  in  1818,  made  between  the  husband  and  wife 
^■^"^v***^  and  trustees,  after  reciting  that  the  husband,  at  the  desire  of 

wuTMBATH         ^},g  Yfifc,  had  agreed  to  live  separate  and  apart  from  her,  and 

to  allow  her  a  separate  maintenance,  the  husband  demised 
the  estate  to  trustees  for  a  term,  to  raise  provisions  for  the 
wife  and  an  infant  daughter;  and  the  husband  covenanted 
that  the  wife  might  live  separate  and  apart  from  him,  and 
free  from  his  authority  and  control,  Stc. 

This  deed  contained  no  indemnity  against  debts. 

The  parties  continued  to  live  in  the  same  house,  although  they 
«lept  in  separate  rooms,  and  met  at  board,  and  appeared  in 
the  world  as  man  and  wife  until  June,  1819,  when  they  finally 
separated. 

In  1822,  the  trustees  in  the  deed  of  1818,  distrained  upon  the 
tenants  of  the  land  charged  with  the  annuity  to  the  wife. 
Upon  bill  filed  in  equity  and  appeal^  held,  that  the  deeds 
were  void ;  the  first,  as  providing  for  a  prospective  separa- 
tion ;  and  the  second,  because  there  was  a  reconciliation. 

An  the  year  1812,  a  marriage  was  duly  had  and 
solemnized  between  the  Appellant  and  the  Re- 
spondent  Emily  Anne  Bennet  Elizabeth  (Cecil), 
who  thereupon  became  Marchioness  of  Westmeath. 

By  settlement  made  upon  the  occasion  of  the 
marriage,  the  Appellant  secured  to  the  Respondent 
the  Marchioness  of  Westmeath  a  jointure  of  3000/., 
and  an  annuity  of  500/.,  in  the  nature  of  pin-money. 

By  a  deed  bearing  date  the  17th  of  December, 
1817,  and  made  between  the.  Appellant  of  the  first 
part,  the  Respondent  the  Marchioness  of  West- 
meath of  the  second  part,  and  the  Respondent  Wil- 
liam Sheldon  of  the  third  part ;  after  reciting  the 
deed  of  marriage  settlement,  bearing  date  the  29th 
of  May,  1812,  and  entered  into  upon  the  mar- 
riage of  the  Appellant  with  the  Respondent  the 
Marchioness  of  Westmeath,  by  which  he  cove- 
nanted to  secure  to  her  a  jointure  of  3000L  per 
annum  out  of  his  estates  in  Ireland,  but  that  no 
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provision  had  been  made  for  the  issue  of  the  mar-  18SL 
riage,  and  that  disputes  and  differences  had  for 
some  time  past  existed  between  the  Appellant  and 
the  said  Respondent,  and  had  arisen  to  such  a 
height,  that  they  were  on  the  point  of  separating, 
but  that,  by  the  intervention  of  mutual  friends,  the 
said  Respondent  had  consented  to  live  and  cohabit 
with  the  said  Appellant,  after  he .  should  have  ex- 
ecuted the  deed  now  in  recital,  and  that  there  was 
then  issue  between  them  one  daughter  only,  namely. 
Lady  Rosa  Nugent,  one  of  the  Respondents :  it 
was  among  other  things  witnessed,  in  consideration 
that  the  Respondent  the  Marchioness  of  Westmeath 
had  consented  to  live  and  cohabit  with  her  said 
husband,  he  the  Appellant  for  himself  &c.  cove- 
nanted with  the  Respondent  William  Sheldon,  to 
convey  certain  estates  to  the  use  of  the  Respondent 
William  Sheldon,  his  executors,  administrators,  and 
assigns,  for  ninety-nine  years,  with  remainder  to 
the  use  of  trustees  for  two  hundred  years,  (the 
term  in  the  marriage  settlement  of  1812,  and  upon 
the  trusts  therein  declared),  with  remainder  to  the 
use  of  the  Appellant  for  life,  with  remainder  to  the 
use  and  intent  that  the  Respondent  the  Marchioness 
of  Westmeath  might,  incase  of  surviving  the  Appel- 
lant, receive  a  jointure  of  3000L  per  annum,  with 
remainder  to  tixistees  for  the  term  of  1 000  years, 
with  other  remainders  for  the  benefit  of  the  issue 
of  the  marriage,  with  ultimate  remainder  to  the 
Appellant  in  fee ;  and  the  trusts  of  the  term  of 
ninety-nine  years  were  and  it  was  declared,  that 
the  Respondent  the  Marchioness  had  agreed  to 
live  with  the  Appellant  upon  the  express  con- 
dition, that  in  case  it  should  unfortunately  happen, 
that  by  a  renewal  of  such  disputes  and  differences 
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1831.  as  had  nearly  caused  such  separation  as  aforesaid, 
the  Respondent  the  said  Marchioness  should  find 
^'^^'^  herself  compelled  to  cease  to  cohabit  with  the  Ap- 
pellant or  live  apart  from  biro,  the  said  Respondent 
William  Sheldon  should  out  of  the  rents,  issues, 
and  profits,  or  by  sale  or  mortgage  of  the  said 
estates,  raise  suc'h  annual  sum  as  should  then,  by 
the  advice  of  their  mutual  friends,  be  agreed  upon 
as  a  proper  and  sufficient  sum  for  the  separate 
maintenance  of  the  Respondent  the  Marchioness 
of  Westmeath,  which  should  be  paid  as  she  should 
appoint,  and  in  default  of  appointment,  into  her 
own  proper  hands  for  her  separate  use :  and  the 
Appellant  thereby  agreed  in  that  event  to  execute 
such  articles  of  separation  as  were  usual  in  such 
cases,  and  necessary  for  the  security  and  com- 
fort of  the  Respondent  the  Marcbioness ;  and  he 
thereby  also  covenanted  to  permit  their  daughter, 
and  such  other  child  or  children  as  they  might 
have  between  them,  to  be  and  reside  with  their 
mother  the  said  Respondent  the  Marchioness  of 
Westmeathi  and  to  be  educated  under  her  care  and 
superintendence;  and  the  trustee  was  by  the  said 
deed  empowered  to  raise  money  for*  their  mainte- 
nance and  education  by  means  of  the  said  term  of 
ninety-nine  years:  and  it  was  by  the  said  deed 
declared,  that  the  said  term  and  the  said  provision 
so  agreed  to  be  made,  as  well  as  for  the  said  Mar- 
chioness by  way  of  sepairate  maintenance,  as  for 
the  education  of  the  Respondent  Lady  Rosa  Nu- 
gent and  any  other  child  or  children  who  might 
be  born,  were  not  to  become  void  by  reason  of  aay 
subsequent  reconciliation,  but  the  payment  only 
was  to  be  suspended,  and  was  to  be  revived  if  at 
any  future  time  any  other  separation  should  unfbr- 
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tunately  take  place,  but  such  separation  only  to       issi. 

take  place  in  case  of  ill  usage  or  gross  abuse  from 

the  Appellant  to  the  said  Marchioness;  and  the         »^ 

trusts  of  the  term  of  1000  years  were  by  the  deed 

declared  to  be  to  raise  certain  portions  for  younger 

children. 

This  indenture  was  executed  by  all  the  parties 
thereto. 

After  the  execution  of  the  deed  of  the  17th 
of  December,  I8I7,  the  Appellant  and  the  Re- 
spondent, the  Marchioness  his  wife  continued  to 
live  together,  and  in  the  early  part  of  the  year 
1818  the  Respondent  the  Marchioness  became 
pregnant  a  second  time. 

By  another  indenture,  which  was  dated  the  SOth 
of  May^  in  the  year  1818,  though  not  executed  until 
the  10th  day  of  August  in  that  year  and  made  be- 
tween the  Appellant  and  the  Respondent  the  Mar- 
chioness of  Westmeath  of  ihe  one  part  i  and  the 
Respondents  the  Marquess  of  Salisbury,  by  his  then 
style  and  title  of  Lord  Viscount  Cranborne,  and 
Henry  Widman  Wood,  Esquire,  of  the  other  part } 
after  reciting  that  the  Appellant  had,  at  the  particu- 
lar  instance  and  at  the  sole  desire  of  the  Respondent 
the  Marchioness  his  wife,  agreed  to  live  separate 
and  apart  from  her,  and  to  allow  to  her  during  their 
joint  lives  a  separate  maintenance  for  her  and  her 
child  or  children,  the  Appellant  demised  several 
estates  in  Ireland  to  the  Respondents  the  Marquess 
of  Salisbury  and  Henry  W.  Wood,  their  executors, 
administrators,  and  assigns,  for  ninety-nine  years, 
if  the  Appellant  and  the  said  Respondent,   the 
Marchioness  his  wife  should  sq  long  live,  upon 
trust,  out  of  the  rents  and  profits,  or  by  sale  or 
mortgage,  to  raise  1300/.  per  annum ;  and  after 
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1831.       and  is  confirmed  by  the  circumstance  of  the  Ap« 
pellant  not  having  introduced  any  such  allegation 

^ in  the  bill  filed  by  him  in  the  Court  of  Chancery 

in  England,  to  set  aside  the  deeds. 

The  only  attempt  which  the  Appellant  has  made 
towards  establishing  this  all^ation,  has  been  by 
the  evidence  of  persons  wholly  unacquainted  with 
the  facts  relating  to  the  separation;  and  even 
such  attempt  could  not  have  been  made  but  by 
the  Appellant's  violation  of  the  solemn  promise  and 
undertaking,  given  in  the  presence  of  several  wit- 
nesses, and  since  repeatedly  acknowledged  by  him, 
when  the  Respondent  acceded  to  his  urgent  re- 
quest of  having  an  apartment  in  her  house,  upon 
the  express  condition  that  her  consent  in  that  re- 
spect should  never  be  made  use  of  for  the  purpose 
of  avoiding  or  interrupting  the  separation.  * 

'*  The  arguments  were  very  long  and  elaborate.  The  aub- 
atance  of  them  appears  in  the  reasons,  and  the  judgment* 
The  authorities  cited  from  the  courts  of  law  and  equity,  were 
CoUins  y.  Blaniem,  2  Wils,  S47.,  that  an  illegal  consideration  for 
a  bond  makes  it  void,  and  may  be  pleaded  if  it  does  not  appear 
on  the  face  of  the  bond.  Wilkes  v.  WUku^  2  Dick.  791.,  upon 
the  question  as  to  deeds  of  separation.  Legard  v.  Johnson^ 
S  Ves.  S52. ;  St.  John  v.  St,  John^  1 1  Ves.  526.,  on  the  same 
point.  Jee  v.  Thurhw^  2  B.  &  C.  547.,  the  case  of  a  deed  erf* 
separation  with  a  covenant  by  a  trustee  to  indemnify  the  hus- 
band against  the  debts  of  the  wife,  held  valid :  Guth  v.  GtiM, 
S  B.  C.  C.  614.,  inforcing  a  deed  of  separation  between  husband 
and  wife  only :  the  law  of  this  case  was  questioned,  as  having 
been  impeached  by  subsequent  cases.  WorraU  v.  Jacobs 
S  Meriv.  256.,  Ebnorthif  v.  Bird,  2  Sim.  &  Stu.  872. ;  that  courts , 
of  equity  will  not  inforce  a  deed  of  separation  unless  it  con- 
tains a  covenant  of  indemnity  against  the  debts  of  the  wife : 
Fletcher  v.  Fletcher,  2  Cox's  Rep.  99. ;  that  cohabitation  after 
a^leed  of  separation  makes  it  void :  Bateman  v.  Rau,  1  Dow. 
285.,  and  Bligh's  MSS.  Cases  in  D.P.  1818;  a  question  aa  to 
the  fact  of  reconciliation :  Durant  v.  Titley,  7  Price,  577. ;  that 
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For  the  Respondent,  Lady  Rosa  Nugent,  18S1, 

Mr.  W.  Adam  and  Mr.  Wood. 


a  deed  providing  for  future  separation  at  the  will  of  the  wife  is 
illegal :  Angier  v.  Angier,  Free,  in  Chanc.  496. ;  More  v.  EUisp 
Bunb.  205.,  and  on  appeal,  1  B.  P.  C.  237. ;  Turner  v.  War" 
toick.  Finch's  Ch.  Ca.  73.;  Hobbs  v.  Hull,  1  Cox's  Rep.  445.; 
Nunn  V.  Wilsmore,  8  T.  R.  521. ;  that  forbearance  of  suit  for  a 
divorce  is  a  good  consideration,  Mortimer  v.  Mortimer ,  Hagg. 
Cons.  Rep.  310. ;  Rodney  v.  Chambers^  2  East,  283. ;  Fitzer  y. 
Fitzery  2  Atk.  511.;  Ross  v.  Willoughby,  10  Price,  2.,  that  a  co- 
venant with  a  trustee  in  a  deed  of  separation  that  the  husband 
will  paj  an  annuity  to  the  trustee  for  the  maintenance  of  the 
wife,  there  being  no  counter  covenant  by  the  trustee  to  in- 
demnify the  husband  against  debts,  may  be  enforced  in  equity. 
Marshallv.  Rutt,  8  T.  R. 545. ;  Sanchez,  De  Matrimonio,  lib.  10. 
disp.  5.  s.  19.;  as  to  the  definition  of  condonation,  Dancer. 
Dance,  a  decision  of  Lord  Stowell  in  1799,  not  reported,  but  read 
by  Dr.  Lusfaington  from  the  following  note  of  Dr.  Arnold's :  — 
'<  On  the  21st  of  April,  1799,  a  suit  brought  by  the  wife  for  the 
'*  adultery  of  the  husband  with  the  sister  of  the  wife,  and  for 
incestuous  connection.   They  were  married  in  1 791 .    On  what 
terms  they  lived  does  not  appear.     In  1796  the  history  com- 
mences :  the  parties  were  fruiterers  in  Oxford  Street,  and  had 
separate  beds.   It  does  not  appear  that  this  was  imputable  to, 
the  wife.     It  was  the  determination  of  the  husband.     They 
"  never  bedded  together;  therefore,  what  is  said  of  condonation 
**  is  quite  out  of  the  question.     It  must  be  something  of  matri- 
'*  monial  intercourse  to  found  it.    It  does  not  rest  merely  on 
*'  the  wife's  not  withdrawing  herself.    The  case  does  not  hold 
"  so  strictly  as  to  the  wife.     The  wife  is  more  inops  concUii 
*'  than  the  husband,  and  there  must  be  allowance  made  on  that 
"  account."     Ferrers  v.  Ferrers,  1  Hagg.  130.;  Elxves  v.  Elwes, 
Id.  269.;  Durant  y.  Durante  a  judgment  on  a  case  of  con- 
donation of  Sir  J.  Nichol,  read  by  Dr.  L.  from  the  Judge's 
note,  citing   WorsUy  v.  Worsley,  in  the  Consistory  Court  in 

173a 

For  Lady  Rosa  Nugent  were  cited  Piggott's  Case,  1 1  Coke's 
Rep.  26.b.,  that  a  deed  may  be  good  in  part;  Norton  v.  Simmes, 
Hob.  Rep.  12.  s.  p. ;  The  Bishop  of  Chester  v.  Freeman,  Lcy*s 
Rep.  71.  s.  p, ;  Motoys  v.  Leake,  8  T.  R.  411.  s.  p. ;  Kerrison 
v.  Coley  8  East,  231.  s.  p. ;  Greentoood  v.  The  Bishop  of  Lon* 
don^  5  Taunt.  743.  s.  p. ;    Ncivman  v.  Newman^  4  M.  Sf  S.  66'. 
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1831.  In  the  course  of  the  ai^ument  the  following 

observations  •  were  made  by  Lord  Eldon :  —  I  re- 
member perfectly  having  had  a  conversation  with 
Lord  Xhurlow,  when  he  was  Lord  Chancellor,  on 
this  subject ;  and  he  was  clearly  of  opinion,  that  if 
the  matter  had  been  res  integra,  whether  there 
was  a  covenant  from  the  trustees  or  not,  it  was  so 
much  against  the  policy  of  the  law,  that  he  never 
would  come  to  such  a  determination  as  we  have 
on  the  subject;  but  after  so  much  judicial  decision 
had  taken  place  upon  the  fact  that  the  trustees  had 
covenanted  to  indemnify  the  husband  although  his 
opinion  was,  that  the  vice  of  the  contract,  to  which 
that  covenant  had  reference,  ought  to  vitiate  the 
covenant  too ;  it  was  too  late  for  him  to  do  so,  un- 
less the  House  of  Lords  would  authorise  it  upon 
appeal :  I  speak  in  the  hearing  of  some  gentlemen 
who  know  that  I  have  frequently  inquired  what 
was  to  be  done  in  such  a  case  as  this.  Suppose 
the  suit  were  brought  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court 
for  the  restitution  of  conjugal  rights.  I  observe, 
that  Sir  John  Nichol  in  his  judgment  says, — 
what  I  take  to  be  accurate  as  they  administer  the 
law,  —  that  such  a  deed  as  this  is  no  bar  to  a  suit 
in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court.  Yet,  I  believe,  it  will 
be  found  there  is  one  case   decided  by  Lord 


8.  p.;  Spicer  ▼.  Heynx)od,  Free,  in  Ch.  114.  A  bond  given  by 
a  husband  to  his  wife's  sister^  as  a  provision  for  her  and  her 
children  by  him,  Annandale  y.  HarriSf  2  P.  W.  4S2.  a  case  of 
prtsmium  pudicUue, 

See  also  Roper's  Husband  and  Wife,  Jacob's  edition,  vol.  iu 
p.  267*  et  seq.  and  the  reports  of  the  several  branches  of  this 
case*  as  referred  to  in  the  note,  aniep  pp.  S47«  S49. 

*  Upon  Mr.  Sugden  citing  and  observing  upon  the  case  of 
Jeev.  Thurloto. 
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Apaley»  when  he  was  Lord  Chancellor^  in  which       I88l« 
he  enjoined  the  parties  from  going  on  in  the  Ec- 
clesiastical Court 


CAUnVBTi 


ttimi 


The  Earl  qf  Eldan.-^  There  is  a  cause  which 
your  Lordships  have  been  pleased  to  appoint  for 
judgment  to-day :  it  is  a  case  <^  considerable  ioi- 
portance.  I  am  quite  sure  your  Lordships  will  feel 
that  it  is  most  desirable,  if  practicable,  that  the 
cause  should  be  put  an  end  to  by  such  a  judgment 
as  you  can  properly  form ;  but  I  confess,  I  doubt 
extremely*  whether  it  is  possible  to  do  more,  on  the 
occasion  on  which  I  have  now  the  honour  to  address 
your  Lordships,  than  to  state  the  case  and  certain 
circumstances  which  belong  to  it,  which  appear 
to  me  to  call  for  further  explanation ;  and  then  to 
propose  to  your  Lordships,  that  the  fiirther  consi- 
deration of  the  matter  should  be  postponed  to  some 
early  day  in  the  next  week,  when  the  Lord  Chan- 
odlor  shall  happen  to  sit  in  causes. 

This  case*  my  Lords,  is  an  appeal  from  the  Court 
of  Chaooery^  in  Ireland,  in  a  cause  in  which  my  Lord 
Westmeath  is  the  Appellant,  and  my  Lord  Salisbury 
and  Mr.  Wood,  (who  ane  trustees,  as  your  Lordships 
will  observe  in  an  instnunent,  the  contents  of  which 
I  shall  have  occasioii  to  state,)  the  Man;hionan 
of  Westmeath,  Mr.  Sheldon  (who  is  likewise  a 
qf>ecies  of  trustee  in  the  deed  mentioned  in  the 
case,)  and  Lady  Rosa  Nugent,  are  the  Respondents. 
The  last  named  Respondent  is  an  infant;  and  I  do 
not  perceive  by  the  papers  before  me  by  whom 
that  infant  answered ;  that  is  to  say,  being  an  infant 
she  could  not  put  in  an  answer  but  by  a  guardian  } 
and  I  do  not  observe  upon  the  papers  whether  she 
had  a  guardian  or  not ;  and  it  is  very  unlikely 
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1831.  that  she  should  have  been  permitted  to  put  in  an 
answer  by  her  father  as  guardian,  since  her  father 
vj  _  is  contending  against  the  interest  of  that  infant 
as  a  party  in  the  cause.  There  is  another  circum- 
stance which  is  stated  in  the  papers  now  before 
your  Lordships,  the  effect  of  which  I  protest  I 
do  not  understand,  and  I  should  be  obliged  by 
the  attention  of  the  counsel  in  this  cause  —  some 
of  whom  now  stand  at  your  bar  —  to  what  I  am 
now  stating.  It  is  alleged  in  these  pleadings, 
that  publication  had  passed  in  this  cause,  before 
that  infant  was  made  a  party.  In  what  manner 
it  became  competent,  or  whether  there  was  any 
order  by  virtue  of  which  it  became  competent 
to  read  against  her  the  evidence  which  had  been 
taken  between  the  parties  previous  to  the  pub- 
lication, and  whilst,  as  yet,  this  infant  was  no  party 
in  the  cause,  does  not  appear  upon  any  paper 
that  is  now  before  the  House,  at  least  that  I  have 
had  the  good  fortune  to  see ;  and  I  do  not  know, 
therefore,  how  we  can  very  regularly  proceed  until 
that  is  fully  explained  ;  because  the  evidence  that 
was  taken  between  the  parties,  whilst  she  was  not 
a  party  in  the  suit,  cannot  be  used  against  her, 
unless  there  was  a  special  application  to  the  Court, 
and  upon  that  special  application  it  was  made 
manifest  to  the  Court,  that  her  interest  could  not 
be  prejudiced  by  making  use  of  evidence  for  the 
Plaintiff  against  her,  though  she  was  no  party  at 
the  time  when  that  evidence  was  taken.  It  becomes 
necessary,  therefore,  that  your  Lordships  should 
know  by  whom  that  lady  appeared  as  her  guardian, 
and  under  what  circumstances  it  was  thought  com- 
petent to  read  any  evidence  that  had  been  taken 
previous  to  publication  against  her,  that  publication 
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having  passed  before  she  was  made  a  party  to  the       1831. 
cause. 

These  parties  were  married  in  the  year  181^,  j'^ 
and  upon  that  occasion,  as  the  papers  before  me 
represent,  a  settlement  was  made,  by  which  my 
Lady  Westmeath  was  entitled  to  a  jointure,  some 
of  the  papers  say  of  1300/.,  other  of  the  papers  say 
of  30001.  It  is  necessary  that  we  should  be  some- 
what accurate  as  to  that  fact,  because  the  first  deed 
of  separation  provides  for  her  a  jointure  of  3000/. ; 
and,  therefore,  if  3000/.  was  the  jointure  to  which 
she  was  entitled  under  the  deed  of  1812,  it  will  be 
to  be  considered,  with  respect  to  the  effect  of  that 
deed  of  1817>  as  far  as  it  provides  only  the  same 
jointure  for  her,  whether  that  provision  in  the  deed 
of  1817  might  be  considered  as  failing,  though,  it 
may  be,  in  one  sense  only,  confirmatory  of  the  deed 
of  1812.  It  is  necessary,  therefore,  that  we  should 
know  which  of  the  papers  state  the  amount  of  the 
jointure  provided  by  the  deed  of  1812  accurately  ; 
and  it  is  also  necessary  to  know  how  that  jointure 
was  secured  by  the  deed  of  1812,  —  whether  it  was 
by  actual  grant,  or  whether  it  was  by  a  covenant, 
and  with  whom  that  covenant  was  entered  into. 

The  parties  lived  together  apparently  in  har- 
mony, till  a  period  shortly  before  the  month  of 
December,  1817>  and  then  a  deed  was  executed^ 
the  particulars  of  which  deed  it  is  necessary  to 
state,  with  respect  to  all  parts  of  it,  with  somewhat 
more  particularity  than  your  Lordships  have  yet,  I" 
believe,  heard  it  stated  from  the  bar. 

It  is  an  indenture  of  the  17th  of  December, 
1817,  between  my  Lord  Westmeath  of  the  one 
part,  his  Lady  of  the  other  part,  and  a  gentleman 
of  the  name  of  Sheldon  of  the  third  part:     It  re- 
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18S1.  cites  shortly  the  indenture  of  1812,  namely,  the 
settlement  made  on  the  marriage,  and  it  recites 
the  effect  of  that  settlement  to  be  this ;  that  there 
was  entered  into  a  covenant  and  engagement 
<<  between  the  Right  Honorable  George  Thomas 
"  John  Earl  of  Westmeath  and  Baron  Delvin,"  — 
that  is  the  present  Lord  Westmeath,  "  to  convey 
'*  and  assure  the  several  hereditaments,  and  pre- 
*<  mises"  (here  I  beg  your  Lordships*  attention) 
<<in  the  counti^  of  Westmeath,  Roscommon, 
••  Cavan,  Longford,  and  Meath,**  in  five  counties, 
to  the  intent  to  secure  to  her  a  jointure  of  3000L 
a  year,  issuable  out  of  all  those  hereditaments 
and  premises  in  the  five  counties;  but  that  no 
provision  was  made  by  the  settlement,  and  that 
none  hath  since  been  made,  fbr  the  issue  of  the 
marriage  out  of  any  of  the  estates  of  the  Earl  of 
Westmeath.  It  then  stated,  <'  that  disputes  and 
<*  differences  have  for  some  time  past  existed 
"  between  the  said  Earl  of  Westmeath  and  the 
<<  Countess,  and  had  arisen  to  such  a  hei^t,  that 
«» they  were  on  the  point  of  separating,  living 
"  apart  and  not  cohabiting  with  each  other."  I 
repeat  those  words,  **  and  not  cohabiting  with 
"  each  other,'*  because  a  question,  which  appears 
to  me  a  question  of  some  importance,  arises  upon 
the  fact :  —  what  was  the  effect  of  the  parties  not 
living  apart,  but  yet  in  a  certain  sense  not  co- 
habiting ?  that  is,  I  suppose  not  having  sexual  in- 
tercourse with  each  other.  The  effect  of  that  has 
been  very  much  discussed  in  a  judgment  which 
has  been  printed  for  your  Lordships'  information 
among  these  papers ;  a  judgment  delivered  by  Sir 
John  Nichol,  reversing  another  judgment  of  Sir 
Christopher  Robinson,  who  seems  to  have  been  of 
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opinion,  as  far  as  we  can  guess  at  what  his  opinion       18S1. 

was,  without  having  seen  the  terms  in  which  he 

delivered  it,  that  there  might  be  such  a  thing  as 

not  living  apart,  although  the  parties  might  be 

living  with  each  other  in  such  a  way  as  that  there 

was  not  sexual  intercourse ;  and  I  take  that  to  be 

an   extremely  important  question  in   this  cause. 

<^  The  Countess  then  consented/'  it  is  said,  **  to  live 

**  and  cohabit  with  the  Earl,  after  he  shall  have 

*<  executed  these  presents,  and  thereby  made  such 

**  provision  for  their  issue,  and  also  for  such  pro- 

<<  visional  maintenance  for  her  as  is  herein-after 

^*  mentioned/'     It  then  states  the  fact,  that  at  that 

time  there  was  no  issue  between  them,  except  the 

daughter,  Lady  Rosa,  who  was  an  infant }  there  was 

a  son  afterwards  bom,  but  he  died  in  the  years  of 

tender  infancy. 

The  indenture  then  witnesses,  that,  <<  in  con<» 
«<  sideration  that  the  Countess  of  Westmeath  hath 
^^  consented  to  live  and  cohabit  with  her  husband, 
'*  he  covenants  with  Sheldon,  that  he  and  his  heirs 
**  shall  and  will,  within  twelve  months  from  the 
^  date  of  these  presents,  convey  and  assure  all  and 
**  every  die  towns  and  hereditaments "  (and  the 
generd  words  used  in  conveyances  of  land)  '*  in  the 
*'  counties  of  Westmeath,  Roscommon,  Longford, 
<<  and  Meath,"  not  noticing  the  county  of  Cavan, 
leaving  out  Cavan,  with  the  exception  of  ten  acres ; 
and  then  Sheldon  is  to  take  this,  under  the  cove- 
nant, for  a  term  of  ninety-nine  years ;  ^*  and  with 
<'  remainder  to  the  use  of  Lord  Talbot  and  Baron 
•*  Nugent  for  200  years,"  (which  200  years  are  here 
stated  to  be  created  in  and  by  the  indenture  of  set- 
tlement of  the  SQth  of  May,  1812,  it  not  being  here 
stated  exactly  what  the  trusts  of  that  teitn  are,) 
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18S1.       "  without  impeachment  of  waste;**  then  with  re- 
mainder to  the  use  of  Lord  Westmeath  himself  for 
»•  _      life ;  with  remainder  to  trustees  to  preserve  the 
contingent  uses  and  estates  in  the  usual  manner ; 
**  with  remainder  to  the  intent  that  the  Countess 

■ 

"  of  Westmeath,  if  she  should  survive  the  Earl, 
f<  should  take  a  rent-charge,  or  annual  sura  of 
SOOO/.,  to  be  issuing  and  payable  out  of  all  the 
lands  and  tenements  before  mentioned,"  (that  is, 
with  the  exception  of  those  in  Cavan,)  "  to  be  paid 
^*  to  her  at  the  time,  place,  and  manner,  and  with 
"  such  powers  of  distress  and  entry  for  better  se- 
<*  curing  the  said  rent-charge  as  are  mentioned  in 
«  the  settlement  of  the  29th  of  May,  1812/*  (it  is 
this  passage  that  gave  rise  to  the  observation  with 
which  I  troubled  your  Lordships,  namely,  that  it 
might  be  material  to  know  whether  this  annual  sum 
of  3000/.,  provided  by  this  deed  of  December, 
1817>  was  the  same  sum  as  that  provided  by  the 
marriage  settlement  of  the  29th  of  May,  1812,) 
**  with  remainder  as  to  a  sufficient  part  of  the  pre- 
"  mises  in  the  county  of  Westmeath,  a  part  of  the 
"  premises  in  the  county  of  Westmeath,  and  all  the 
"  premises  in  the  county  of  Roscommon,  except 
"  the  ten  acres,"  (not  including  here  the  others  in 
Longford,  Meath,  or  Cavan,)  "during  the  term 
"  of  1000  years,  upon  the  trusts  therein-after,  and 
*<  in  such  settlement  to  be  declared ;  with  re- 
"  mainder,  as  to  the  premises  in  the  county  of 
"  Roscommon  only,  to  the  use  of  the  first  son  of 
"  Lord  Westmeath  by  right  and  in  tail ;  with 
"  remainder  to  his  second  and  other  sons ;  with 
"  remainder  to  the  use  of  the  Lady  Rosa  Nugent, 
"  and  the  heirs  male  of  her  body  lawfully  issuing." 
She  is,  therefore,  under  this  instrument,  a  tenant  in 
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tail  of  the  estate  in  the  county  of  Roscommon,  but  18S1. 
only  in  the  county  of  Roscommon  as  far  .as  these 
words  I  have  now  read  go :  they  give  her  a  re-  j'^ 
mainder  in  the  property,  and  then  there  follows 
this  limitation,  which  seems  to  me,  at  least,  to  be  a 
very  inaccurate  one,  and  creates  a  very  consider- 
able difficulty  how  it  is  to  be  construed,  recollecting 
that  the  estate  tail,  which  is  given  to  her  expressly, 
is  not  an  estate  tail  in  any  of  the  other  four  counties, 
but  only  in  the  county  of  Roscommon ;  it  then 
goes  on  to  say,  ^'  and  for  default  of  such  issue," — 
that  is,  in  default  of  issue  male  of  all  the  sons  and 
daughters, — '<  £ls  to  all  the  hereditaments  and  pre- 
"  mises,"  not  only  in  Roscommon,  to  which  the 
estate  tail  was  expressly  confined,  but  ^*  in  the 
*'  counties  of  Westmeath,  Roscommon,  Cavan, 
<*  Longford,  and  Meath,  &c. ;"  so  that  if  this  had 
been  in  a  will,  one  should  certainly  have  questioned 
whether  there  was  not,  by  implication  here,  an 
express  estate  tail  given  in  Roscommon,  and  im- 
plied estates  tail  given  in  all  the  other  counties : 
it  would  be  difficult  to  avoid  giving  that  con- 
struction to  the  deed ;  and  I  think  the  only  way 
of  disposing  of  it  would  be  to  say,  that  it  is  an  in- 
accurate expression,  and  that  the  only  mode  of 
dealing  with  it,  is  to  suppose  that  it  was  not  in- 
tended to  extend  to  other  counlMcs. 

Then,  after  the  creation  of  the  term  of  ninety- 
nine  years,  the  trusts  of  the  settlement  are  thus 
expressed :  —  "  Provided  always,  and  it  is  hereby 
"  declared  and  admitted  by  the  Earl  of  West- 
"  meath,  that  the  Countess  of  Westmeath  hath 
<*  agreed  to  live  and  cohabit  with  him  upon  this 
"  express  condition,  that  is  to  say,  that  in  case  it 
"  shall  unfortunately  happen,  that  by  a  renewal 
"  of  such  disputes  and  differences  as  had  nearly 
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1831.  **  caused  such  separation  as  aforesaid,  the  Coun-^ 
<^  tess  of  Westmeath  shall  find  herself  compelled 
«  to  cease  to  cohabit  with  the  Earl  of  Westmeath, 
*<  or  to  live  separate  and  apart  from  him,  tliat 
^<  then  and  in  such  case  the  said  William  Sheklon, 
<<  his  executors^  administrators,  and  assigns  do  and 
*<  shall  yearly  and  in  every  year  during  the  joint 
<<  lives  of  the  Earl  and  Countess  of  Westmeath, 
<*  by,  with,  and  out  of  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits 
<<  of  the  hereditaments  comprised  in  the  term  of 
**  ninety-nine  years^  or  by  mortgage,  sale,  and 
<<  other  disposition  of  the  same,  or  of  some  sufH* 
**  cient  part  thereof,  for  the  whole  or  any  part  of 
'<  the  term  ai  ninety^nine  years,  levy  and  raise  such 
«  clear  yearly  rent-charge  or  annual  sum  of  money 
<<  of  lawful  Irish  currency  as  shall  then  by  the 
««  advice,*'— by  the  advice  of  whom  it  is  very  diflS- 
eult  to  say,  -^  but  **  by  the  advice  of  their  mutual 
'<  friends  be  agreed  upon  to  be  a  proper  and 
*<  sufficient  sum  for  the  maintenance  of  the  Conn* 
"  tess  of  Westmeath  ;'*  then  this  is  (in  a  way 
which  it  is  not  necessary  to  recite)  stated  to  be 
for  her  separate  use.  Then  there  is  a  further 
covenant  with  Mn  Sheldon,  that  on  such  separ* 
ation  taking  place,  <<  he  shall  and  will  enter  into 
<<  such  articles  of  separation  as  are  usual  in  such 
<<  cases,  and  necessary  for  the  security  and  comfort 
<<  of  the  Countess  of  Westmeath ;  and  also  do  and 
^<  execute  all  such  other  acts  and  deeds  as  shall  be 
^<  necessary  for  the  further  and  better  securing  the 
*•  due  payment  of  the  yearly  rent-charge  or  annual 
«  sum  of  money  to  the  Countess  of  Westmeath, 
<<  during  the  joint  lives  of  her  and  her  husband/' 
And  he  further  covenants,  <<  that  in  the  event  of 
**  such  separation  unfortunately  taking  place  as 
«•  aforesaid,  he  shall  and  will  permit  and  allow 
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^<  Lady  Rosa  Nugent,  their  daughter,  and  also       ISSU 
"  such  other  child  or  children  as  they  may  have    J^^^^l^j^ 
«*  between   thera,    to  be   and  reside  with   their  ^ 

**  mother,  to  be  educated  under  her  care  and 
"  superintendence;"  expressly,  therefore,  meaning, 
according  to  the  plain  import  of  these  terms,  that 
if  the  case  should  happen  in  which  the  separation 
is  to  take  places  he  forgoes  all  marital  rights  and 
all  parental  rights,  and,  foregoing  all  marital  rights 
and  all  parental  rights,  of  course  seeking  to  dis- 
cbarge himself  of  all  parental  duties  and  all  ma^ 
rital  duties. 

Then  there  is  a  maintenance  to  be  provided  for 
Lady  Rosa  whilst  she  is  living  with  her  mother, 
separate  from  her  Either ;  and  there  is  this  term 
likewise,  which  is  a  very  important  one  with  re- 
gard to  the  circumstances,  "  that  neither  the  terms 
^^  of  ninety-nine  years,  nor  the  provisions  hereby 
^*  agreed  to  be  made  as  well  for  the  said  Countess 
**  of  Westmeath  by  way  of  separate  maintenance, 
**  as  for  the  education  and  maintenance  of  the  said 
Lady  Rosa  Nugent,  and  other  chUd  and  chil- 
dren, shall  be  impeached  or  be  deemed  or  con- 
^'  strued  to  cease  or  become  void  during  the  joint 
'« lives  of  the  Earl  and  Countess  of  Westmeath, 
^  by  reason  of  any  reconciliation  which  shall  take 
*^  place  between  them ;  but  the  payment  of  the 
said  sums  of  money  for  separate  maintenance 
respectively  shall  only  be  suspended  during  such 
<<  cohabitation  and  living  together,  but  to  be  re- 
^  vived  and  become  payable  again  if  at  any  future 
time  any  other  separation  shall  unfortunately 
take  place.'*  It  then  states  when  the  first  pay- 
ment is  to  be  made :  "  but  such  separation  only  to 
take  place  in  case  of  ill  usage  or  gross  abuse 
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18S1.  "  from  the  said  Earl  of  Westmeath  to  the  said 
"  Countess  of  Westmeath  his  wife." 
V.  "  Then  the  trusts  of  the  term  of  1000  years, 
which  had  been  vested  in  the  two  trustees,  are 
declared ;  and  there  appears  to  me  some  degree  of 
inaccuracy  in  the  declaration  of  the  trusts  of  that 
term,  because  the  estate  tail  has  been  given  to 
Lady  Rosa  in  case  there  be  no  son.  Your  Lord- 
ships will  find,  if  you  take  the  trouble  to  look  at 
so  much  of  this  deed  as  contains  a  declaration  of 
the  trust  in  the  term,  that,  whilst  there  may  be 
sons  and  daughters,  the  eldest  son  or  eldest  daugh- 
ter is  to  be  entitled  to  succeed  to  the  estate,  yet 
Lady  Rosa  would  be  and  was  tenant  in  tail  in 
remainder,  subject  to  be  defeated  by  a  son's  com- 
ing into  esse;  but  in  the  very  case  in  which  it  is 
contemplated  that  she  may  be  the  only  daughter, 
she  is,  by  the  effect  of  the  former  part,  coupled 
with  the  effect  of  the  latter  part  of  the  deed,  pro- 
vided for  both  as  an  only  child  and  as  a  younger 
child :  that  is  an  inaccuracy  which  appears  to  me 
to  be  worthy  of  attention. 

Thus  the  matter  rested  upon  that  deed  being 
made  in  1817;  ^nd  your  Lordships  will  permit  me 
here  to  notice,  that  it  is  an  agreed  fact,  that  when 
that  instrument  was  executed  there  was  no  separ- 
ation, indeed  there  could  be  no  separation  con- 
sistently with  that  deed,  because  it  looks  forward 
to  the  idea  of  a  future  separation,  and  excludes 
the  idea  of  a  present  separation  ;  and  it  is  material 
to  consider,  without  troubling  your  Lordships  with 
going  through  all  of  them,  the  cases  which  are 
very  well  collected  in  a  book  published  by  Mr. 
Roper :  it  is  material  for  this  reason,  that  I  appre- 
hend that  it  has  been  established  in  the  Courts 
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below,  that  a  deed  providing  for  such  separation  1831. 
will  not  do :  that,  whatever  may  be  or  may  not  be 
part  of  the  objection  to  deeds  of  separation  in  «• 
general,  an  instrument  which  is  to  provide  for  a 
future  separation,  is  an  instrument  to  which  the 
Court  will  not  give  effect ;  and  1  apprehend  also, 
putting  out  of  the  case  the  special  provision  here 
about  gross  abuse  and  gross  ill  usage,  any  instru- 
ment which  provides  for  a  present  separation,  and 
which  prospectively  looks  to  the  parties  living 
together  again,  and  then  to  a  future  separation, 
that  such  a  deed,  so  far  as  it  provides  for  that 
future  separation,  will  never  be  carried  into  effect ; 
the  coming  together  after  the  first  separation  being 
looked  upon  as  what  the  civilians  call  a  con- 
donation, and  that  being  held,  in  such  case,  to 
put  an  end  to  all  separate  provision,  though  that 
separate  provision  was  to  be  enjoyed  in  a  future 
separation  according  to  the  terms  of  the  instrument 
itself  that  provided  for  the  first  separation. 

The  parties  lived  together,  in  a  sense,  till  June, 
1819 ;  but,  in  the  mean  time,  in  May,  1818,  a  deed 
was  executed,  which  was  afterwards  destroyed  by 
Lord  Westmeath,  and  then  another  instrument  was 
executed,  in  order  to  replace  that  which  had  been 
so  destroyed,  and  the  effect  of  that  deed  I  am  now 
about  to  state  to  your  Lordships.  It  was  executed 
in  August,  1818,  but  it  bore  date,  nevertheless, 
nearly  with  the  date  of  the  first  instrument,  which 
was  destroyed,  namely,  on  the  30th  of  May,  1818. 
That  is  a  deed  between  the  Earl  of  Westmeath, 
Lady  Westmeath,  Lord  Salisbury,  and  Mr.  Wood ; 
and  the  recital  of  that  deed  is  in  these  terms :  — 
««  Whereas  the  said  Earl  of  Westmeath  hath,  at  the 
"  particular  instance,  and  at  the  sole  desire  of  the 
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1831.  "said  Emily  Anne  Bennett  Elizabeth^  Countess 
<'  of  Westmeath^  his  wife»  ^reed  to  lave  separate 
<*  and  apart  from  him ;  and  to  allow  to  her  and 
<^  her  assigns,  during  the  joint  lives  of  him  and  the 
<<  Countess,  such  separate  maintenance  and  yearly 
^  provision  for  her  and  her  child  or  children  as 
<'  is  hereinafter  mentioned ;"  then  the  deed  wit- 
nesses, <^  that,  in  consideration  and  in  pursuance 
*<  of  this  agreement,''  the  Earl  grants  and  de- 
mises to  Lord  Salisbury  and  Mr.  Wood  certain 
premises  in  Westmeath,  and  certain  estates  in 
the  county  of  Roscommon,  specifying  what  those 
estates  are :  then  there  are  these  general  words, 
<*and  all  and  singular  other  the  towns,  lands, 
<<  tenements,  and  hereditaments,  of  die  Earl  of 
**  Westmeath  in  the  counties  of  Roscommon  and 
« Westmeath."  • 

Now,  when  your  Lordships  recollect,  that  in 
December^  1817»  there  was  a  covenant  that  my 
Lord  Westmeath  would,  within  twelve  months,  con- 
vey his  estates  in  Roscommon  and  Westmeath  to 
Mr.  Sheldon,  upon  the  trusts  of  that  deed,  it  seems 
a  very  difficult  thing  to  suppose  that  that  first 
deed  would  be  considered  as  a  deed  that  was  any 
longer  to  remain  in  existence,  when  this  second 
deed,  executed  within  the  twelvemonth,  contains 
a  demise  of  these  veiy  estates  in  Westmeath  and 
Roscommon,  which  by  the  first  deed  were,  within 
twelve  months,  to  be  conveyed  to  Mr.  Sheldon ; 
and  it  looks,  therefore, probable,  indeed,  very  highly 
probable^  that  this  trust  deed  was  intended  to  be  a 
substitute  for  the  former  deed. 

Then  the  trusts  of  that  deed  and  of  that  demise, 
which  was  to  vest  the  estate  in  my  Lord  Salisbury 
and  Mr.  Wood,  was  to  raise  the  sum  of  1300L  for 
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the  lady  in  case  she  lived  in  a  state  of  separation,  18S1. 
and  800/.  for  the  maintenance  of  Lady  Rosa,  and 
also  of  the  child  of  which  the  Countess  was  then  en- 
ceintej  that  is  Lord  Del  vin,  who  was  afterwards  born, 
and  died  in  very  early  infancy.  It  also  contains 
covenants  of  that  strong  nature  which  your  Lord- 
ships generally  find  in  deeds  of  separation ;  namely, 
covenants  that  she  shall  live  separate;  that  she 
shall  not  be  molested  ;  and  that  there  shall  be  no 
suit  to  compel  her  to  live  with  the  Earl  j  and  that 
she  shall  enjoy  all  her  own  property  in  such  manner 
as  she  shall  think  fit  to  enjoy  it 

Aft;er  the  execution  of  this  deed,  it  appears  that 
the  parties  did  not  separate,*—  I  mean,  in  a  sense  did 
not  separate,--^ and  this  appears  to  me  to  be  a  very 
important  part  of  the  case :  there  was  afterwards  a 
suit  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  for  a  restitution  of 
conjogal  rights. 

I  find  it  laid  down  in  some  of  the  cases,  that 
our  courts  will  not  carry  into  execution  instru- 
ments d£  this  kind  where  there  is  a  decree  for 
the  restitution  of  conjugal  rights  in  the  Ecclesi- 
astical Court.  When  the  cause  for  the  restitu- 
tion of  conjugal  rights  was  first  heard,  which  it 
was  before  Sir  Christopher  Robinson,  one  of  the 
Judges  of  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  of  tiiis  country, 
he  was  of  opinion  that  there  was  no  separation;  be 
was  of  opinion  that  there  bad  been  a  case  of 
cruelty  made  out,  as  I  understand ;  but  he  was  of 
q>inion  that  they  had  so  lived  together,  notwith- 
standing the  execution  of  these  instruments,  as  that 
lie  was  bound  to  order  the  restitution  of  conjugal 
rights,  and  he  did  accordingly  in  his  judgment  order 
the  Lady  Westmeath  to  return  to  her  husband.  If^ 
therefore,  instead  of  discussing  this  question  to-day 
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1831.  between  these  parties,  we  had  been  discussing  the 
question  between  the  date  of  Sir  Christopher  Robin- 
»•  son's  decree  and  that  of  Sir  John  NichoPs  decree, 
which  I  am  about  to  state  to  your  Lordships,  I 
apprehend  we  should  have  found  that,  unless  that 
decree  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  was  removed,  it 
was  the  duty  of  my  Lady  Westmeath  to  return  to 
her  husband,  and  of  course  all  these  provisions  for 
separate  maintenance  would  fall  to  the  ground. 
There  was,  however,  an  appeal  from  the  judgment 
of  Sir  Christopher  Robinson ;  and  your  Lordships 
will  iind  in  these  papers  the  judgment  of  Sir  John 
Nichol — ^the  elaborate  judgment  of  Sir  John  Nichol 
— printed  at  length.  We  have  not  been  favoured 
with  any  report  of  the  judgment  of  Sir  Christopher 
Robinson,  so  that  we  are  unable  to  compare  those 
judgments  further  than  that  we  know  that  one  is 
directly  opposed  to  the  other,  and  that  the  one 
reversed  the  judgment  of  the  other.  The  last 
decision,  that  of  Sir  John  Nichol,  was,  that  there 
had  been  no  case  of  adultery  made  out,  but  a  case 
of  cruelty,  which  was  not  followed  by  cohabitation, 
or,  in  other  words,  by  condonation ;  but  the  state 
of  the  facts  which  your  Lordships  have  before  you 
is  this :  you  have  tlie  judgment  of  Sir  Christopher 
Robinson  and  the  judgment  of  Sir  John  Nichol. 
There  has  been  an  appeal  from  the  last  judgment 
to  the  Court  of  Delegates.  The  Court  of  Dele- 
gates have  not  yet  sat  in  judgment  on  the  appeal 
before  them  ;  but  your  Lordships  are  to  infer,  that 
if  it  is  possible,  on  the  one  hand,  that  the  Court  of 
Delegates  may  confirm  the  judgment  of  Sir  John 
Nichol,  it  is  possible,  on  the  other  hand,  that  they 
may  not  confirm  that  judgment  of  Sir  John  Nichol, 
but  that  they  may  confirm  the  judgment  of  Sir  Chris- 
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topher  RobiniSon;  and  we  are  placed  now  in  this  1881. 
state,  that,  if  we  should  carry  into  effect  these  in-  JiT^^"*' 
struments,  and  it  should  turn  out  that  the  Court  ^ 
of  Delegates  reverse  the  judgment  of  Sir  John 
Nichol,  and  support  the  judgment  of  Sir  Chris- 
topher Robinson,  it  will  then  be  to  be  considered, 
what  the  effect  of  our  judgment  will  be  —  whether 
we  ought  to  pronounce  any  judgment  till  we  know 
what  the  effect  of  that  judgment  pronounced  in 
the  Court  of  Delegates  may  be.  That  will  be  one 
very  serious  matter  of  consideration  for  your  Lord- 
ships to-day:  speaking  for  myself,  I  cannot  but 
entertain  a  very  considerable  doubt  as  to  what  may 
be  the  issue  of  that  appeal  before  the  Delegates. 

The  case,  with  respect  to  the  circumstances  I 
am  now  about  to  mention,  is  a  case  of  which  I 
recollect  no  example  to  have  happened  in  the 
course  of  either  my  professional  or  judicial  life. 
Here  is  this  deed  of  separation  of  May,  1818; 
which  is  a  deed  that  looks  to  a  separation  ;  which 
is  stated  to  be,  nevertheless,  a  deed  that  my  Lord 
Westmeath  agreed  to,  and  my  Lady  Westmeath 
agreed  to,  in  consequence  of  her  agreeing  to  live 
with  him  :  And  the  fact,  as  far  as  I  can  collect  it 
from  the  evidence,  is  this :  that  they  lived  together, 
first,  I  think,  in  Stratford  Place,  afterwards  in 
Bolton  Street ;  that  they  visited  at  Hatfield  House 
together;  and  it  would  be  a  question  upon  that 
evidence,  whether  that  species  of  living  together 
would  be  a  ground  for  inferring  that  there  was 
sexual  intercourse  on  the  part  of  Lord  and  Lady 
Westmeath.  I  cannot  say  that  there  may  not  be 
evidence  here  which  might  be  left  to  a  jury  on 
that  question :  certainly,  there  are  persons  whose 
depositions  on  this  point  go  the  length  of  proving 
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strong  facts.  Lady  Salisbury »  for  instance,  in 
her  evidence,  says,  that  they  were  provided  with 
apartments  at  Hatfield  House;  that  there  was  a 
bed-room  between  two  dressing-rooms.  Her  Lady- 
ship does  not  say  whether  there  were  two  beds  in 
that  bed-room  or  not ;  but  some  of  the  witnesses 
say  there  were  two  beds  in  that  bed-room;  bui 
whet|ier  there  was  only  one  bed,  or  whether  there 
were  two  beds,  during  the  whole  of  that  visit,  they 
appear  to  have  slept  in  a  single-bedded  room  or  a 
dwble-bedded  room  together;  they  were  living, 
to  all  appearance  to  the  world,  as  if  there  was  no 
agremaent  tot  separation  between  them.  At  home 
the  establishment  iqppears  to  have  been  the  Lady's ; 
the  ^*  servants  were  paid  by  her ;  the  rent  of  the 
^  houses  was  paid  by  her ;  and  he  seems  to  have 
**  been,  in  one  sense,  a  lodger  with  her.*'  But 
this  a{q[>ears  to  me  to  be  a  cir oumstance  that  would 
raiae  ^  very  important  question  in  a  Court  of  Law, 
whether  that  speciep  of  living  wilii  her  was  not 
such  a  living  with  her  as  to  make  him  entirely 
answerable  for  all  the  debts  incurred  by  her ;  and 
whether,  therefore,  the  deed  is  not  a  deed  that  not 
only  wants  what  ha^  been  th<Kight  a  very  material 
provision  in  such  a  deed,  namely,  the  indemnity  of 
trustees  as  a  consideration  for  his  agreement,  but 
whether  the  deed  does  not  itself  provide  foe  a 
species  of  living  together  that  would  make  him, 
whether  it  was  xneant  or  not,  liable  for  all  her  debts 
and  engagements ;  and  upon  that  part  of  the  case 
I  humbly  take  leave  to  express  an  opinion  whether, 
looking  at  the  judgment,  as  it  is  here  printed,  of 
Sir  John  Nichol,  stating  it  as  I  ought  to  do  with 
great  deference,  and  all  possible  respect,  there 
is   not  a  very  considerable   doubt  whether,  in 
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the  Court  of  Delegates,  the  matter  may  not  be  1M3. 
so  further  considered  as,  perhaps,  to  aitttain  the 
judgment  o€  Sir  Chriflto|rfier  Robinson.  I  mention 
that^  my  Lords,  for  this  reason ;  because,  if  that 
should  happen  to  be  the  case,  I  do  not  know  what 
can  be  the  effect  of  any  step  we  now  take  in  this 
House,  and  because  it  leads  me  to  doubt  whether 
it  will  not  be  eztremeiy  material  that  your  Lord- 
ships, befwe  you  came  to  a  final  decision  upon 
this  business,  should  not  know  what  the  opinion  of 
the  Court  of  Delegates  upmi  that  point  is.  If  it 
should  be  one  way,  that  will  mdce  an  end  6f  the 
4:aae  altogether ;  but  tf  it  should  be  the  other  way, 
then  it  will  lead  to  the  necessity  of  your  Lordships 
determioiog  many  questions  which  would  arise  in 
this  case  pat  of  such  a  procieeding  in  the  Scde- 
siastical  Court. 

There  are  some  points  which  seem  to  be  very 
dear,  though  the  Courts  have  taken  a  very  k>ng 
time  in  coming  to  a  conclusion  upon  this  sul> 
Ject;  circumstances  were  presented  which  led 
origjinally  to  all  the  difficulties,  as  it  appears  to 
me,  and  induced  the  Courts  to  hesitate,  lest  they 
should  be  taking  upon  themselves  to  confirm  deeds 
of  separation  founded  upon  considerations  du 
reedy  contrary  to  the  policy  of  our  law  respecting 
marriage. 

The  book  before  me,  I  mean  Mr.  Roper's  book, 
contains  some  very  able  observations  upon  tiiese 
points;  and  he  states  accurately  the  rule  as  laid 
down  in  the  several  judgments  that  have  been 
^vea  in  the  Courts  bebw.  It  is  very  true,  that» 
wlnle  deeds  of  this  nature  are  not  to  be  encou- 
raged, there  is  no  authority  that  can  interpose  to 
oblige  parties  to  cohabit  together,  where  they  hfure 
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1851.       a  settled  determination  to  the  contrary;  at  the 

wuTj^H    ^^^^  *^'"®»  ^  apprehend  that  every  court  of  justice 
»•         'will,  as  far  as  it  can,  lead  them  to  the  observance 
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of  their  duties  and  obligations  towards  each' other ; 

and  the  Court  ought  to  be  extremely  careful  how 

.  they  enforce  compacts  of  this  kind.     I  agree,  that 

in  this  case,  and  in  almost  all  the  other  cases,  the 

•objection  which  has  been  raised  has  arisen  on  the 

policy  of  law ;  and  the  same  objection  that  arises 

in  courts  of  equity  on  the  policy  of  law  arises  also 

at  law.:  the  instruments  would  be  as  much,  in  my 

humble  judgment,  affected  by  this  consideration 

Jn  a  court  of  law,  as  they  would  be  in  a  court  of 

♦  equity. 

About  lialf  a  century  ago,  doctrines  of  this 
nature  were  first  promulgated  in  Westminster 
Hall,  that  a  husband  and  wife  might  live  separate 
if  they  executed  a  deed  of  separation.  The  case 
in  1  Burrows  Reports  •  goes  the  length  of  stating^ 
— :"  that  such  an  agreement  for  separation  is  a 
*<  formal  renunciation  by  the  husband  of  bis  marital 
**  right  to  force  his  wife  back  to  live  with  him, 
«*  and  that  she  is  at  fuMNJ||berty  to  go  wliere  and  to 
"  whom  she  pleases.** 

I  once  heard  Lord  Mansfield  say,  "I  never  like 
«« law  so  well  as  when  it  is  like  equity.'*  Another 
very  great  Judge,  1  mean  my  Lord  Chief  Justice 

*  Rex  V.  Mar^  Mead^  1  Burr.  542.  The  question  arose 
upon  the  return  to  a  habeas  corpus  obtained  by  John  Wilkes, 
under  which  his  wife  was  brought  into  Court  by  her  mother. 
The  return  was  that  the  husband  (having  used  her  very  ill),  in 
consideration  of  a  great  sum  which  she  had  given  him  out  of 
her  separate  estate,  executed  articles  of  separation,  and  ■  cove- 
nanted not  to  disturb  her  or  any  person  with  whom  she  should 
live.  According  to  the  report,  the  case  was  dismissed  with  the 
observation  as  it  appears  in  the  text. 
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De  Grey,  afterwards  Lord  Walsingham,  took  1881. 
occasion  to  say,  "  I  never  like  equity  so  well  as 
"  when  it  is  like  law  ;*'  and,  accordingly,  the  same  '  ^  » 
doctrines  have  been  held  in  the  Courts  respecting 
these  deeds  of  separation;  they  have  been  cut 
down  by  the  doctrines  which  h?ive  been  from  time 
to  time  advanced.  It  has  been  said,  the  deed  will 
not  do  unless  you  have  trustees;  then  again,  it 
has  been  said.  It  will  do,  whether  you  have  trustees 
or  not,  provided  you  have  an  indemnity.  Then 
it  has  been  said.  You  may  contract  with  trustees, 
whether  you  have  an  indemnity  or  not ;  and  an  ac- 
tion may  be  maintained  upon  that  contract:  but  the 
Courts  have  said  over  and  over  again,  If  there  is 
not  to  be  a  present  immediate  separation,  the  deed 
will  not  do  :  if  there  is  to  be  a  present  immediate 
separation,  and  the  deed  provides  for  future  se- 
parations, the  deed  will  not  do  as  to  future  separa- 
tions, because  as  soon  as  the  parties  come  together 
again,  at  that  [moment  there  is  an  end  both  with 
respect  to  the  ftiture,  and  with  respect  to  the  past, 
separation. 

It  will  be  in  your  Lo|^hips' recollection,  that, 
in  the  case  of  Fktckeir  v.  Fletcher^  the  coming 
together  again,  I  think,  did  not  last  above  six- 
teen or .  seventeen  days ;  but  it  put  an  end  to  the 
whole  of  the  deed,  and  those  provisions  have  from 
time  to.  time  been  cut  down  in  such  a  manner, 
even  at  law,  that  I  do  not  apprehend,  whatever 
attention  your  Lordships  may  be  pleased  to  give 
to  this  case,  you  will  find  it  possible  for  you  to 
decide  it,  supposing  even  the  judgment  of  the 
Ecclesiastical  Court  not  to  be  reversed,  without 
putting  it  into  some  course  in  which  questions - 
may  be  asked,  which  will  include  these  enquiries ; 
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liSl.  namelyv  wbether  the  flrftt  deed  is  a  deed  that  cm 
staody  not  only  with  respect  to  Lady  Westmeatb^ — 
as  to  her,  indeed^  it  caimot,  because  the  decree 
bM  declared  it  to  bei  Void  as  to  her,  and  there  is 
BO  appeal  from  that  part  of  the  decree,  -^  but  this 
being  a  biH  to  have  the  histrumetit  delivered  up, 
and  Lady  Rom  beings  the  first  tenant  in  tail  in 
being,  and  there  behig  no  probability  of  any  other 
comii^  into  being,  but  she  being  a  tenant  in  tail, 
with  whom  the  controireri^  fnay  be  carried  on  so 
as  to  bind  all  future  tenants  in  tail ;  upon  that  part 
of  tbe  prayer  of  the  bill  which  sedcs  to  have  the 
deed  delivered  up,  one  question  will  be,  whether 
the  decree  ought  not  to  have  pronounced  judgment 
With  respect  to  her  lights  ot  with  respect  to  her 
want  of  rights,  as  weU  as  with  respect  to  the  claims 
of  Lady  Westmeath ;  and  that  will  turn,  not  upon 
the  question  whether  a  deed  may  be  good  in  part 
and  bad  in  part,  but  whether  the  only  consideration 
for  this  instrument  is  not  a  eonaideration  that  must 
be  takeJh  to  apply  to  all  the  provisions  in  the  instru- 
ment ;  and  if  the  consideration  is  a  bad  consider- 
ation for  one  of  its  provisions,  whether  it  will  not 
be  a  bad  consideration  also  for  the  other  of  those 
provisionai 

Bat  if  you  are  to  enter  into  a  controversy 
between  Lord  Westmeath  and  Lady  Rosa,  you 
must  know  how  she  has  been  brought  before  the 
Court ;  you  must  know  how  it  has  happened  that 
she  was^ot  made  a  Defendant  until  after  pub- 
lication  passed}  you  must  know  whether  there 
were  any  orders  made  by  the  Court  that  would 
authoriae  the  reading  of  the  evidence  against  her ; 
and  you  must  somehow  or  other  provide,  that,  by 
your  judgment^  assisted  by  the  judgment  of  a  court 
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<tf  IseWf  m  otherwise,  tb^  Question  shall  be  deter-  18SI« 
mined,  not  only  betweefl  Lord  Westmeath  and 
Lady  Westmeath,  but  also  between  Lord  West- 
meath and  Lady  Rosa,  the  daughter  of  Ldrd 
Westmeath  ;  because,  in  order  to  determine  whe* 
ther  the  deed  is  to  be  delivered  up  or  not^  thtf 
int^ests  of  all  who  claim  under  the  deed  must  be 
looked  at :  and  I  doubt,  even  then,  whether  we  have 
got  parties  enough ;  for  with  regard  to  some  who 
have  interests  under  the  deed  of  19I7>  they  ai^e 
not  parties  to  this  suit 

Another  question  will  be,  whelJi^  it  is  not  db^ 
vious  that  the  second  deed  is  a  substitution  fot^  th6 
first  deed ;  and  if  the  second  deed  be  a  substitution 
ibr  the  first,  then  also^  with  respect  to  that  second 
deed.  Lady  Rosa  has  an  interest ;  and  you  must 
decide  upon  her  interest,  as  well  as  that  of  Lady 
Westmeath,  before  you  can  deterntfifitf  iAiethtt 
that  deed  can  or  cannot  be  ordered  to  be  de- 
livered up,  accordingly  to  the  prayer  of  Lord  West- 
meath in  his  bill. 

These  are  the  general  observations  arising  from 
considerations  which  have  struck  me  as  producing  a 
great  many  difiieulties  in  the  way  of  your  Lordships 
coming  to  a  determination  upon  this  subject :  at 
present,  I  have  made  those  observations  in  the  pre- 
sence of  the  counsel  in  ^e  cause,  in  order  that 
they  might,  (and  I  shall  be  glad  if  they  will,)  be  so 
good  to  suggest  any  remarks  upon  them  which 
they  may  think  expedient,  by  way  of  removing* 
those  difficulties.  But  I  apprehend  it  will  turn 
out  at  last,  that  you  will  be  Obliged  to  wait,  very 
reluctantly  I  admit  it  must  be,  since  nobody  can 
look  at  this  case  without  wishing  it  could  be  settlecf . 
iramecHately  if  posaUe,  but  I  believe  yoizr  hotd^ 
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1831.  ships  will  find  that  you  cannot  deliver  yourselves, 
in  justice  to  these  parties,  without  waiting  for  the 
decision  of  the  Ecclesiastical  Court,  and  without 
having  also  those  points  with  respect  to  the  parties 
satisfactorily  explained  to  you,  before  you  come  to 
any  determination.  It  is  not  my  intention,  there- 
fore, to  move  any  proposition  to-day  ;  but  I  will  pro- 
pose the  further  consideration  of  this  case  on  some 
early  day.  Having  now  explained  what  the  dif- 
ficulties are  which  belong  to  the  case,  it  is  hardly 
necessary  for  me  to  add  more.  It  appears  to  me 
that,  among  the  difiiculties  which  I  have  presented 
against  proceeding  in  this  case,  there  are  some 
which  will  not  be  very  easily  solved ;  I  shall  be 
very  happy  to  see  those  difficulties  removed  if  they 
can  be ;  at  present,  all  I  would  do  is,  to  move  that 
this  case  be  taken  into  further  consideration  on 
Tuesday  next. 


June,  1829,        xhe  Earl  qf  Eldon.— Your  Lordships  have  read 

a  petition,  presented  in  the  case  of  JVestmeath  v. 
Westmeathy  which  was  lately  argued  at  your  bar, 
praying  that  it  may  stand  over  from  this  day  to 
the  next  session.  I  feel  an  anxiety,  in  which 
I  know  your  Lordships  concur,  that  we  should, 
if  possible,  deliver  .  these  parties  from  further 
litigation.  But,  having  looked  very  attentively  into 
all  the  papers,  I  am  perfectly  persuaded  that  your 
Lordships  cannot  proceed  to  judgment  in  this  case 
till  the  Court  of  Delegates  shall  have  informed  you 
whether  the  judgment  of  Sir  Christopher  Robin- 
son, or  the  judgment  of  Sir  John  Nichol,  revers- 
ing that  judgment,  —  and  from  which  judgment 
of  Sir  John  Nichol  there  is  now  an  appeal  to-  the 
Delegates,— is  the  correct  determination;  whether 


aAUSBUKT. 


ON   APPEALS   AND   WRITS   OF  ERROR.  S79 

that  latter  judgment  shall  entitle  Lady  Westmeath       l83h 
to  a  divorce  on  account  of  cruelty,  or  whether,  on      '^^^^^ 
the  other  hand,  Lord  Westmeath  can  make  out  his  ^ 

title  to  have  what  is  called  in  the  Ecclesiastical 
Court  a  restitution  of  conjugal  rights. 

In  this  case,  I  believe,  I  may  venture  to  state  to 
your  Lordships,  that,  whatever  doubts  have  been 
entertained  with  respect  to  the  policy  of  these  deeds 
of  separation,  and  whatever  may  be  ultimately  your 
Lordships'  opinion  with  respect  to  the  arguments 
of  counsel  as  affecting  such  instruments,  we  have 
cases  in  which  it  has  been  decided,  that  if  there 
exists  that  species  of  cruelty  which  is  very  well 
defined  in  many  cases  which  have  been  published ; 
that  if  there  is  that  species  of  cruelty  with  refer- 
ence to  which  the  Ecclesiastical  Courts  would 
refuse  to  grant  a  restitution  of  conjugal  rights,  or 
if  it  goes  the  length  that,  upon  the  appeal  of  the 
Lady,  and  her  proving  that  cruelty,  the  Court 
would  grant  to  her  a  divorce  on  account  of  that 
cruelty; — there  have  been,  I  say,  cases  in  which 
courts  of  equity,  in  this  country,  have  said  they 
would  sustain  these  deeds  of  separation. 

The  difficulty  which  I  feel  in  acting  upon 
tlie  principle  so  laid  down  is  this :  that  I  doubt, 
under  the  circumstances,  whether  we  have  a  right 
to  try  the  question,  whether  there  has  or  has  not 
been  cruelty,  or  to  decide  that  without  the  final 
sentence  of  the  Ecclesiastical  Court.  If,  in  the 
present  case,  taking  that  to  be  established,  you 
were  to  support  the  deed  of  separation,  conceiving 
that  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  would  grant  a  divorce 
on  account  of  cruelty, — which  they  would,  under 
circumstances  calling  for  it, — what  must  have  been 
our  course  if  we  had  been  called  upon  to  determine 
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18S1.  what  was  the  effect  of  these  instruments  after  Sir 
^-''^^  Christopher  Robinson's  decision  ?  Should  we  not 
».  have  been  bound  to  say,  in  that  state  of  things,  and 
*^'""**  on  the  ground  of  his  decision,  that  there  was  no 
such  case  of  cruelty,  and  that,  on  the  other  hand, 
there  ought  to  be  a  restitutimi  of  conjugal  rights  ? 
and,  consistently  with  such  restitution,  it  would  be 
impossible  to  support  these  deeds.  If  we  are  to 
decide,  on  1^  o^r  hand,  that  there  ought  not  to 
be  a  restitution  of  conjugal  rights,  according  to  Sir 
John  Nicholas  determination,  and  that  this  Lady 
is  entitled  to  have  a  divorce  on  account  of  cruelty; 
if  we  give  our  final  judgment,  on  the  ground  that 
there  is  >  such  a  sentence  pronounced  by  Sir  John 
Nichol  J  and  if  the  Delegates,  before  we  meet  again, 
i^KMiId  determine  that  Sir  Jdin  Nicholas  judgment 
cannot  be  supported,  and  that  Sir  Christopher 
Robinson's  is  right,  we  shall  have  ventured  to 
gi^e  a  judgment,  which  is  a  final  proceeding,  open 
to  the  objection  that  the  Court  of  Delegates  may 
establish,  that  this  species  of  judgment  under 
present  circumstances,  with  reference  to  the  de- 
cision of  Sir  Christopher  Robinscm,  is  a  judgment 
which  ought  not  finally  to  have  been  given. 

The  cases  I  have  alluded  to  are  those  of  Ste^ 
phens  v.  OUve  *,  and  another  case  t,  where  the 
question  was,  whether  a  settlement  of  this  sort  was 
fraudulent  as  against  creditors ;  but  my  Lord 
Kenyon,  on  its  being  put  in  issue  that  there  had 
been  adultery,  —  and  that  that  was  so  strongly 
proved,  there  was  no  doubt  what  the  Ecclesiastical 
Court  would  have  done,  —  held,  that  that  was  not 
fraudulent  as  against  the  creditors ;  but,  the  ques- 
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tion  beitig  between  the  person  executing  the  deed  18S1. 
and  persons  claiming  as  creditors,  it  being  objected 
that  these  deeds  of  separation  were  contrary  to  the 
|Kdicy  of  law,  the  Court  refused,  under  those  cir- 
cumstances, to  interfere.  The  learned  Judge  stated, 
that  the  question  was  just  as  open  at  law  as  if  be 
was  to  decide  positively  the  one  way  or  the  other; 
and  he  left  the  parties,  therefore,  to  law. 

This  case  of  Westmeath  v.  JVestmeath  was  before 
me  when  I  had  the  honour  of  holding  the  Great 
Seal,  some  years  ago.  The  extent  of  the  adjlidica- 
tion  was,  that  certain  proceedings  being  instituted 
at  law,  I  was  not  called  upon  to  interpose,  and 
that  the  proceedings  ought  to  be  permitted  to  go 
on.  I  did  not  feel  it  necessary  to  determine  how 
the  question  ought  to  be  decided  in  equity,  until 
it  was  decided  at  law.  The  bill^  in  the  cause  to 
which  I  have  now  alluded,  was  finally  dismissed ; 
but  it  was  dismissed  rather  for  want  of  prosecu- 
tion than  because  no  judgment  was  given  upon  it; 
and  undoubtedly,  if  the  cause  had  been  set  down 
again,  I  should  have  felt  that  it  was  proper  for  the 
Court  of  Equity  to  be  informed  what  had  been  de- 
cided at  law. 

The  proceeding  in  the  Court  of  Chancery  in 
Ireland  was  a  proceeding  which  affected  the  daugh- 
ter of  this  noble  Lord  and  his  Lady;  the  bill 
filed  in  the  Court  of  Chancery  in  Ireland  being  a 
bill  to  have  two  deeds  delivered  up,  the  one  dated 
in  December,  1817>  and  the  other  actually  executed 
in  August,  1818,  but  dated  in  May,  1818 ;  because 
the  deed  which  had  been  either  prepared  and 
executed,  or  prepared  at  least,  in  May,  1818,  had 
been  destroyed  by  my  Lord  Westmeath ;  and  there- 
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I8SI1       fore,  as  I  before  mentioned,  it  happened  that  the 
w^toibIth    deed  of  August,  was  dated  in  May  1818. 

V*  The  deed  of  I8I7  contains  limitations  to  the  first 

and  other  sons  of  Lord  Westmeath  by  his  Lady,  in 
tail,  with  remainder  to  the  eldest  daughter  in  tail 
(that  daughter.  Lady  Rosa,  being  the  only  child  of 
the  marriage  now  living) ;  with  remainder  to  other 
daughters  who  should  come  into  existence  in  tail, 
with  remainder  to  my  Lord  Westmeath  himself  in 
fee.     A  bill,  in  the  Court  of  Chancery  in  Ireland, 
being  brought  for  the  purpose  of  having  these  deeds 
delivered  up,  it  occurred  to  your  Lordships   that 
it  might  be  a  very  material  question  with  respect 
to  the  daughter,  as  well  as  with  respect  to  Lady 
Westmeath  j  because  if  she  was,  under  that  deed  of 
1817»  entitled  to  be  the  equitable  tenant  in  tail  of 
the  estate,  subject  to  the  jointure  of  3000/.  a  year 
to  Lady  Westmeath,  it  surely  was  of  great  im- 
portance that  the  judgment  in  the  cause  should 
deliver  both  Lord  Westmeath  and  the  daughter 
from  the  further  question,  whether  the  estate  cove- 
nanted so  to  be  limited  to  her  was  to  stand,  or 
whether  the  deed  was  to  be  delivered  up  with  re- 
spect  to  the  interest  of  Lady  Rosa,  as  well  as  the 
interest  of  Lady  Westmeath. 

It  strikes  me  as  a  very  singular  circumstance, 
that,  in  these  Irish  causes,  it  is  exceedingly  diffi- 
cult to  know  what  are  the  aberrations,  if  one  may 
so  use  that  word,  from  the  regular  course  of  pro- 
ceedings which  we  generally  adopt  in  England, 
or  how  they  contrive  to  do  justice  regarding  that 
which  we  find  to  be,  in  some  instances,  the  course 
of  proceedings.  My  Lord  Chancellor  of  Ireland 
declared  that  deed  of  I8I7,   in  respect  of  my 
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Lady  Westmeath,  to  be  void;  but  he  declared  it       18S1. 
to  be  void  with  respect  to  her  interest,  without 
prejudice  to  the  question  as  to  the  daughter.   Now,     _  j^;^ 
it  is  very  singular,  that  the  cause  should  have  gone 
on:  not  only  that  there  should  have  been  the  filing 
of  the  bill,  and  the  putting  in  the  answer  of  Lady 
Westmeath  and  of  the  trustees,  but  that  the  wit- 
nesses should  have  been  examined  for  Lord  and  for 
Lady  Westmeath,  and  the  testimony  of  those  wit- 
nesses published  before  Lady  Rosa  became  a  party 
to  the  suit;  although  her  interest  was  material,  be- 
cause her  interest  is  that  of  the  tenant  in  tail  of  all 
these  estates.    Being  made  a  party  after  the  publi- 
cation had  passed,  she  put  in  an  answer,  according 
to  the  information  now  given  me,  by  another  lady, 
as  her  guardian;  but  in  what  manner  the  Court 
made  that  evidence,  which  was  taken  between  the 
husband  and  wife,  as  evidence  to  be  considered  as 
between  the  father  and  the  daughter,  does  not  to 
this  moment  appear.     One  question,  therefore,  as 
to  her,  is,  how  far  any  of  the  evidence  given  on  the 
part  of  my  Lord  Westmeath  can  be  evidence  that 
can  be  read  against  Lady  Rosa,  who  was  no  party 
at  the  time  when  the  witnesses  were  examined,  in 
order  to  defeat  the  evident  interest  she  took  under 
that  deed  of  I8I7.    Lord  Westmeath's  counsel  are, 
according  to  the  appearance  of  the.  cause  before 
us,  very  well  entitled  to  contend,  that  the  Court 
ought  to  have   decided  the   question,    not  only 
between  Lord  and  Lady  Westmeath,  but  the  bill 
being  a  bill  for  the  delivery  up  of  the  instrument, 
to  have  decided  the  question  also  as  between  Lord 
Westmeath  and  his  daughter ;  but  it  is  very  diffi- 
cult to  deal  with  that  question,  reference  being 
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I8S1.      had  to  tb^  period  of  that  daughter  being  made  a 
party. 

The  agents  have  reiy  properly  given  me  die 
information,  which  I  have  now  in  my  hand,  with 
reference  to  the  time  and  manner  in  which  diis 
young  lady  was  brought  before  the  Court,  she 
being  the  present  tenant  in  taiL  Any  proceedings 
in  an  equity  cause,  properly  instituted  against  the 
person  at  present  tenant  in  tail,  would  bind  any 
other  tenant  in  tail  who  came  in  by  limitations 
subsequent  to  the  limitation  made  to  her,  and 
likewise  any  who  ^lould  come  into  existence  and 
possess  an  interest  under  the  limitation  prior  to 
that  limitaticm  made  to  her ;  but  a  court  of  equity 
cannot  do  that  with  a  view  to  contii^nt  interests 
not  yet  come  into  operation,  unless  the  present 
tenants  in  tail  shall  be  considered  as  ci^Ue  of 
supporting  the  interests  of  all  who  may  come  into 
possession. 

The  marriage  settlement  of  1812  did  not  appear 
further  than  that  according  to  the  deed  of  1817  aU 
the  estetes,  settled  estates,  in  no  leas  than  five 
counties,  Westmeath,  Roscommon,  Cavan,  Long- 
fordt  and  Meath,  were  stated  to  be  settled,  or 
agreed  to  be  settled,  by  the  indenture  of  the  29th 
of  May  1812,  which  was  the  settlement  made  oo 
the  marriage  between  Lord  and  Lady  Westmeath. 

In  order  to  shew  what  were  the  estates,  and 
what  were  the  limitations  in  that  settlement  of  the 
29th  of  May  1812,  I  have  been  furnished  with  a 
decree  made  by  the  Vice^Hhanoellor  of  England 
on  the  20th  (^January  1819 ;  the  oontents  of  that 
settlement  appear  by  the  copy  of  the  deosee.  This 
deed  of  1812  expressly  creates  estates  tail,  afters 
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term  of  £00  years,  for  securing  a  jointore  of  3000/.  1851. 
a  year ;  which  3000/.  a  year  we  bad  been  taught  to 
think  was  first  granted  by  the  covenant  to  grant  in 
this  deed  of  1817 ;  it  also  afiects  to  limit  the  Ros- 
commou  estate,  and  that  estate  only,  in  strict  set- 
tlement, first,  to  the  sons,  then  to  the  daughters, 
unless  the  estates  in  Westmeath,  Cavan,  Loagibrd, 
and  Meath,  can  also  be  considered,  by  construc- 
tion and  implication,  to  be  involved  in  the  same 
strict  settlement,  according  to  the  construction 
which  may  be  put  on  the  words  ^  for  default  of 
<(  such  issue/'  I  was  much  surprised  to  find  what 
has  actually  taken  place,  both  with  respect  to  the 
3000/»  a  year,  and  with  respect  to  the  limitations  to 
the  sons  and  daughters  of  the  marriage* 

The  decide  of  1819>  I  have  already  mentioned, 
was  made  in  consequence  of  a  bill  having  been 
filed  on  the  19th  of  June  1816;  which  your  Lord- 
ships will  observe,  therefore,  was  filed  prior  to  the 
deed  of  December  1817»  ^uul,  of  course,  prior  to 
the  deed  of  May  1818,  the  marriage  settlement 
being  made  in  1812,  at  which  time  the  estates 
were  limited  in  this  way :  as  the  father  of  the 
present  Lord  Westmeath  was  then  alive,  the 
present  Lord  Westmeath  was  then  temmt  in  tail  in 
remainder,  expectant  on  the  demise  of  his  father. 
The  £ither  and  the  son  not  being  on  terms,  the 
consequence  was,  that  they  would  not  join  in  any 
instrument,  and  it  became  necessary,  therefore,  that 
a  settlement  should  be  made  in  such  a  manner  as 
it  could  be  made,  regard  being  had  to  the  fact, 
that  be  was  tenant  in  tail,  not  in  possession.  This 
settlement,  therefore,  of  1812,  took  this  course  in 
point  of  form :  they  agreed  to  levy  fines ;  and  the 
deed  provided,  also,  that  if  the  time  should  come 
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18S1.       when  the  recoveries  could  be  effective,  they  would 
'~^'^'     suffer  five  recoveries,  and  thus  bar  estates  tail  and 
«•  the  subsequent  remainders. 

The  late  Lord  Westmeath  died  in  December, 
1814.  And  here  is  a  clause  which  your  Lordships 
would  hardly  anticipate :  I  hope  it  is  not  often  to 
be  found  as  part  of  an  English  settlement,  or  an 
English  decree ;  but  certainly  the  limitation  stated 
in  this  decree,  as  made  to  Lord  Westmeath,  is  a 
very  singular  one ;  for,  according  to  the  terms,  as 
they  appear  in  the  document  which  I  now  have 
in  my  hand,  the  estate  is  to  be  limited  to  Lord 
Westmeath,  from  and  after  his  decease,  until  his 
marriage.  It  is  certainly  a  very  singular  estate,  as 
it  is  expressed :  I  take  it  to  mean,  that  it  is  from 
his  father's  decease  until  his  marriage.  Your 
Lordships  will  be  surprised  at  hearing  that,  in  this 
instrument,  on  the  marriage,  there  being  a  term 
•created  of  200  years,  the  trustees  are  no  parties  to 
this  suit.  It  is  a  term  of  200  years,  with  remainders, 
after  that  term,  to  Lord  Westmeath  for  life,  and 
then  to  the  heirs  of  his  body,  not  his  heirs  male, 
but  the  heirs  of  his  body  generally;  with  remainders 
to  himself  in  fee. 

The  trust  of  the  term  of  200  years,  created  by 
this  instrument,  are  these ;  namely,  that  if  the 
Lady  survives  her  Lord,  she  is  to  have  3000/.  a 
year,  raised  by  these  trustees,  during  her  life  for  her 
jointure ;  and  she  is  to  have  10,000/.,  raised  within 
a  certain  period  after  the  death  of  her  husband,  in 
addition  to  the  SOOO/.,  which  she  is  to  have  from 
year  to  year  for  her  life.  Now,  it  is  a  very  extra- 
ordinary circumstance,  as  it  strikes  me,  that,  this 
being  so  limited  by  this  instrument,  the  first  instru- 
ment we  have  here  of  December  1817>   is  an 


ON   APPEALS  AND   WRITS  OF  ERROR.  887 

instrument  which  nobody  can  read  without  sup-  18S1* 
posing  that  that  very  3000/.  a  year,  secured  by 
this  instrument  of  December  1817>  had  not  been 
secured  by  the  instrument  of  1812.  It  may  be 
said,  that  the  instrument  of  1812  was  executed 
by  Lord  Westmeath  at  a  time  when  he  could  not 
make  an  effectual  settlement,  on  account  of  his 
father  being  alive.  But  this  suit,  which  is  brought 
in  the  year  1816,  is  a  suit  in  which  a  bill  is  filed  by 
Lady  Westmeath  and  her  daughter,  before  the  birth 
of  the  son  :  being  filed  by  them,  it  states  the  deed 
of  1812 ;  and  it  states  the  death  of  the  elder  Lord 
Westmeath  in  1814  ;  it  states  that  fines  were  not 
levied,  according  to  the  covenant,  but  that  there 
Was  a  recovery  suffered  in  each  of  the  five  counties, 
and  that  the  uses  of  those  recoveries  were  to 
trustees^  for  the  term  of  200  years,  subject,  of 
course,  to  the  life  of  Lord  Westmeath,  because  the 
trusts  of  those  terms  would  not  be  executed  till 
after  his  death  ;  then  to  the  use  of  the  heirs  of  his 
body ;  and  then  with  remainder  to  his  own  use  in 
fee.  This  bill,  thus  filed,  contended,  that  although 
the  recoveries  would  enure,  and  properly,  to  create 
these  uses,  by  reason  of  the  declaration  of  the  uses 
which  were  contained  in  that  settlement  of  1812; 
yet  that  the  real  meaning  was,  not  that  there  should 
be  a  limitation  to  the  heirs  of  his  body,  but  that 
the  limitation  ought  to  have  been  such  as  would 
make  provisions  for  his  children,  his  first  and  other 
sons,  and  then  his  daughters  and  so  on ;  and  that, 
according  to  the  principle  of  courts  of  equity,  it 
ought  to  be  considered  to  be  an  express  provision, 
not  of  an  estate  which  would  vest  in  him,  but  of  an 
estate  which  would  vest  in  those  children,  for  their 
own  benefit  and  in  their  own  right. 

VOL.  v.  D  D 
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18S1.  This  bill  being  filed  by  the   Lady  and    the 

daughter,  a  son  was  born  in  September  1818. 
On  his  biilh,  there  was  a  supplemental  bill  filed,  for 
ihe  purpose  of  insisting  that  the  deed  of  limitation 
ought  to  be  a  deed  of  entail,  and  not  to  bar  the 
interests  of  the  heirs  of  the  body ;  and,  according 
to  the  statement  in  the  decree  of  the  grounds  upon 
which  the  case  was  put  by  the  parties,  the  one 
contended,  that  this  limitation  ought  to  be  made  to 
the  children  in  their  own  right,  the  other  contending, 
that  it  was  the  intention  that  he  himself  should  be 
tenant  in  tail  of  the  estate,  charged  only  with  this 
jointure  of  3000/.,  and  reserving  to  himself  the 
power  of  devising,  as  he  should  think  proper, 
among  bis  children. 

In  the  year  1819}  there  was  a  decree  made  in 
that  cause ;  and  by  that  decree  the  bill  was  dis- 
missed, the  Court  being  of  opinion  that  the  limit- 
ation to  the  heirs  of  his  body  was  the  liiq|tation 
which  was  intended ;  and  that  the  Court  could  not 
correct  that,  and  ought  not  to  correct  it  by  making 
any  limitation  to  any  child  sua  Jure.  Now,  your 
Lordships  will  be  pleased  to  recollect  that,  it  being 
the  object  of  this  bill  to  have  estates  expressly 
limited  to  the  son,  and  then  to  the  daughter ;  that 
the  deed  of  December  1817»  and  the  deed  of  May, 
1818,  are  both  of  them  deeds  that  are  executed 
before  this  decree  is  made  in  this  English  cause. 
The  deed,  therefore,  of  December,  1817,  which 
contains  an  agreement,  expressly  that  the  Ros- 
common estate,  at  least,  should  be  limited  to  the 
sons  suo  jure^  and  then  to  the  daughters  suo  jure^ 
whatever  the  construction  of  that  deed  in  1812 
might  be,  if  the  deed  of  1817  was  a  good,  and 
valid,  and  effectual  deed,  it  cdrrected  the  intention. 
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whatever  was  the  intention  of  the  deed  of  1812 ;  IMI. 
and,  of  course,  if  it  had  been  before  the  Courts 
and  the  Court  had  been  of  opinion  that  the  deed  of 
1817  was  a  valid  deed,  it  would  have  brought 
before  the  Court  an  express  agreement  on  the  part 
of  Lord  Westmeath,  whatever  was  his  intention  in 
181S  or  in  1816,  when  the  cause  was  instituted,  a 
plain  and  manifest  declaration  of  his  in  1817,  that 
the  estate  should  be  thus  settled  to  the  son  and  the 
daughter  st$o  Jure,  and  not  taking  the  chance  of 
claiming  as  heirs  of  his  body.  But  though  these 
deeds  were  both  prior  to  the  decree  in  1819»  there 
was  no  notice  taken  of  them;  and  instead  of 
insisting  on  the  title  made  in  the  deed  of  1817  on 
the  part  of  Lady  Rosa,  she  is  now  involved  in  a 
question,  how  far  that  deed,  which  might  have  been 
brought  forward  in  that  cause,  does  or  not  give  her 
a  right,  independently  of  all  the  other  circumstances 
.  that  wie  have  been  considering. 

There  is  another  circumstance  which  is  very 
remarkable  with  respect  to  this  deed  of  1818. 
Having  examined  the  settlement  of  1812, 1  observe 
that  there  is  a  sum  of  15,000/.  provided  by  the 
Salisbury  family.  Under  the  settlement  of  the 
deceased  Lord  Salisbury,  Lady  Westmeath,  as  one 
of  his  children,  is  entitled  to  the  sum  of  5000/L,  and 
the  then  Lord  Salisbury  and  the  present  Lord 
Salisbury  gave  a  joint  bond  to  trustees  (who  are  not 
parties  to  these  proceedings  by  the  way),  in  the  sum 
of  10,000/1,  these  two  sums  put  together,  the 
10,000/.  and  the  5,000/.,  being  the  very  sum  of 
15,000/.,  which  is  made  a  provision  for  the  younger 
children  of  the  marriage  by  the  instrument  of  1813. 
When  you  come  to  look  at  the  deed  of  May,  1818^ 
there  is  a  sum  of  15,000/.,  not  stated  to  be  so  fur- 
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1831.  nished,  provided,  but  whether  it  was  the  intention 
of  the  parties  to  add  fifteen  to  fifteen,  or  only  to 
provide  for  the  sum  of  15,000/.  which  was  already 
provided,  appears  to  be  left  in  total  uncertainty  in 
this  cause. 

There  is  another  circumstance  which  it  is  ma- 
terial to  attend  to,  which  is  this :  —  it  certainly  is 
very  remarkable  that  Mr.  Sheldon  in  1817  should 
recite  the  settlement  of  1812,  without  observing 
that  that  settlement  of  1812  contained  the  very 
provision    actually   made   for  Lady  Westmeath: 
regard,  being  had  to  recoveries  having  been  suffered 
in  1815,  or  between  1815  and  that  period,  how 
that    happened    I    cannot    conceive.      There   is 
another  circumstance,  with  reference  to  which  it  is 
to  be  considered  whether  the  effect  of  these  deeds 
has  not  been  already  in  some  measure  made  the 
subject  of  adjudication  in  a  court  of  law.     It  was 
provided,  particularly  in  the  deed  of  1817,  that 
Lady  Westmeath  should  have  the  care,  the  nurture, 
and  the  education  of  her  child.     It  appears  that 
Lord  Westmeath  having  obtained  possession  of  the 
young  lady.  Lady  Rosa,  there  was  an  application 
by  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus  to  have  the  child  de- 
livered up  again  to  the  lady,  but  the  Court  held 
that  the  father  had  a  right  to  the  care  and  custody 
of  the  child.    Now,  whether  the  deed  of  1817  was 
mentioned  to  the  Court  at  that  time  I  do  not  know, 
but  it  appears  that  that  deed  provided  that  the 
daughter  should  remain  with  the  mother.     If  that 
deed  was  not  liable  to  objection  ;  if  the  effect  of  it, 
connected  with  the  conduct  which  had  led  to  it,  was 
such  as  to  take  away  the  general  right  of  the  father, 
it  was  most  material.     If  the  deed  was  not  a  valid 
deed  in  point  of  policy,  it  would  not  be  attended 
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to  by  the  Court  j  but  if  it  was  a  valid  deed,  there      ^^^ 
cannot  be  a  question  that  the  Court  would  support 
it,  and  see  that  its  provisions  were  regarded ;  it 
would  depend  on  grounds  of  policy  how  far  it  was 
to  be  supported. 

Under  all  these  circumstances ;  looking  to  the 
facts  of  this  case,  how  far  these  deeds  agree  together, 
how  they  clash  with  each  other,  what  has  been  the 
nature  of  this  cause,  and  recollecting  what  may  be 
the  effect  of  the  decision  of  the  Court  of  Delegates; 
upon  the  whole  view  of  this  case  it  does  appear  to 
me,  that  inasmuch  as  in  all  probability  the  De- 
legates will  come  to  their  determination  on  the 
ecclesiastical  question  before  this  House  meets 
again,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  only  rational  thing 
that  can  be  advised  is,  that  your  Lordships  should 
defer  the  decision  of  this  cause,  until  the  next 
session  of  parliament,  in  order  that  we  may  then 
know  what  has  been  done  in  the  mean  time  in 
the  Ecclesiastical  Court 

There  is  another  thing  on  which  I  would  say  a 
word.  It  has  been  supposed  by  the  learned  Judge 
in  the  Court  in  Ireland,  that  if  the  Ecclesiastical 
Court  grants  a  divorce,  the  Ecclesiastical  Court 
will  also  grant  alimony  to  the  amount  of  the  1300/. 
which  is  secured  by  the  deed.  But,  my  Lords,  a 
second  question  may  arise  ; —  how  far  that  grant 
of  alimony  can  be  enforced  ;  how  the  property  is  to 
be  made  liable  to  it  when  the  estate  is  in  Ireland,  and 
the  Ecclesiastical  Court  happens  to  be  in  England. 
I  think  I  should  be  very  unwilling  to  part  with  the 
security  that  may  be  due  to  me  under  these  deeds, 
provided  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  shall  hold  that 
there  has  been  that  species  of  cruelty  that  ought  to 
extend,  not  only  to  justify  a  refusal  of  the  restitu- 
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1881.  tion  of  conjugal  rights,  but  also  a  decree  such  as 
the  last  decree  which  has  been  made,  —  that  of  a 
divorce,  on  the  ground  of  cruelty. 


The  noble  Earl  then  moved  that  the  consideration 
of  the  case  should  be  adjourned  to  the  next  session 
of  parliament,  in  which  motion  the  Lord  Chancel- 
lor concurred,  and  it  was  adjourned  accordingly* 

April  2r  J7i€  Lord  Chancellor. — This  case  was  directed 

'°^*  to  stand  over,  in  consequence  of  certain  proceed- 

ings depending  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  A 
sentence  had  been  pronounced  by  Sir  Christopher 
Robinson,  which  was  reversed  by  the  judgment  of 
Sir  John  Nichol,  and  from  the  judgment  of  Sir 
John  Nichol  there  was  an  appeal  to  the  Court  of 
Delegates ;  at  Ijie  time  when  this  case  was  argued, 
that  appeal  was  depending,  and  it  was  supposed 
possible,  that  the  result  of  the  judgment  upon  that 
appeal  might  affect  the  decision  of  the  case  in  this 
House.  It  was  on  that  ground,  and  on  that  ground 
alone,  that  the  case  stood  over  till  the  present  ses- 
sion for  your  Lordships'  judgment. 

This  case,  upon  its  merits,  was  argued  at  great 
length  at  the  bar,  upon  the  evidence,  which  is  vo- 
luminous, and  is  contained  in  the  papers  upon  your 
Lordships'  table ;  but,  in  the  view  I  take  of  this 
case,  it  does  not  appear  to  me  to  be  necessary  to 
go  Into  detail,  because  I  think  the  case  will  resolve 
itself  into  one  or  two  plain  and  simple  points,  with 
respect  to  which  I  confess  there  is  very  little  doubt 
or  difficulty  existing  in  my  mind. 

'  The  circumstances  of  this  case,  so  far  as  it  is 
necessary  to  state  them  for  the  purpose  of  explain- 
ing the  grounds  of  the  judgment  which  lam  about 
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to  submit  to  your  Lordships,  are  very  short  These       1831. 
parties.  Lord  and  Lady  Westmeath,  were  married 
in  1812:  soon  after  their  marriage  disputes  and  « 

differences  arose  between  them :  those  disputes 
and  difi^ences  rose  to  a  considerable  height,  and 
at  last  led  to  the  deed  that  was  executed  in  the 
month  of  December,  in  the  year  1817-  It  is  not 
necessary  that  I  should  read  to  your  Lordships 
the  provisions  of  that  deed,  because  I  will  state 
the  effect  of  it,  so  far  as  it  is  necessary  for  the  pur- 
pose  of  supporting  the  observations  which  I  am 
about  to  make  with  respect  to  it 

That  deed  recited  the  differences  and  animo- 
sities existing  between  the  parties ;  that  they  had 
nearly  led  to  a  separation,  but  that  by  the  inter- 
vention of  their  mutual  friends  they  had  consented 
to  live  together.  They  had  consented,  however,  to 
live  together  upon  condition,  that  if  at  any  Yuture 
period  those  differences  and  disputes  should  again 
revive,  in  the  manner  expressed  in  the  deed,  that 
then  a  deed  of  separation  should  be  executed 
between  the  parties,  upon  the  terms  and  conditions 
stated  in  the  deed  of  18 17. 

Now,  according  to  the  provisions  and  stipula- 
tions appearing  upon  the  face  of  this  deed,  I  have 
no  hesitation  whatever  in  stating  to  your  Lordships, 
(and  I  state  it  in  the  presence  of  my  noble  and 
learned  friend  *,)  that  the  deed  is  contrary  to  the 
policy  of  the  law,  and  cannot  be  sustained.  Upon 
that  point  I  believe  no  difference  of  opinion  what- 
ever exists.  It  is  a  deed  corresponding,  in  its 
terms  and  provisions,  M'ith  the  deed  in  the  case,  I 
think,  of  Durant  v.  Titletfy  which  case  has  been 

•#  Lord  Eldon. 
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18S1.  over  and  over  again  recognized,  and  was  recog* 
nized  and  confirmed  by  the  decision  of  the  Court 
of  King's  Bench  in  the  recent  case  of  Hindley  v. 
Westmeath.  I  think,  therefore,  that  part  of  the 
decree  which  pronounces  the  deed  of  December 
I8I7  to  be  null  and  void,  is  a  part  of  the  decree 
which  cannot  by  possibility  be  questioned. 

The  next  point  to  which  I  am  to  direct  your 
Lordships'  attention,  is  with  reference  to  the  sub- 
sequent deed,  bearing  date  in  the  month  of  May, 
in  the  following  year,  1818,  but  which  in  point  of 
fact  was  not  executed  until  the  month  of  August 
in  that  year.  What  had  been  hoped  by  the  mutual 
friends  of  the  parties  did  not  take  place.  Lord 
and  Lady  Westmeath  continued  to  live  together, 
but  differences  still  existed  between  them,  and  in 
the  month  of  May  1818  a  deed  of  separation  was 
executed,  and  upon  the  face  of  that  deed  of  se- 
paration the  objection  to  which  I  before  adverted, 
with  reference  to  the  deed  of  1817>  certainly  does 
not  arise ;  but  it  is  material  to  advert  to  the  cir- 
cumstances that  accompanied  the  execution  of  that 
deed,  at  the  time  when  the  deed  was  executed. 

For  the  purpose  of  preventing  the  ^lat  (to  make 
use  of  the  term  contained  in  the  papers),  and  the 
scandal  and  conversation  that  might  result  from 
the  transaction,  these  parties  agreed  to  continue 
to  live  together.  The  establishment  was,  indeed, 
to  be  the  establishment  of  Lady  Westmeath,  but 
Lord  Westmeath  was  to  reside  in  her  house ;  and 
in  pursuance  of  that  agreement  he  did  reside  with 
her  for  a  period  of  several  months :  he  dined  at 
the  same  table,  he  travelled  with  her,  and  visited 
with  her;  and  though  I  believe  they  did  not 
occupy  the  same  apartment  at  nighty  in  all  other 


ON  APPEALS  AND  WRITS  OF  ERROR.  395 

respects,  as  far  as  external  appearances  were  con-       l8di. 
cemed,  they  lived  together  upon  the  footing  of 
husband  and  wife,  appearing  to  the  world,  and 
appearing  also  to  their  near  friends,  to  be  upon 
the  footing  of  husband  and  wife. 

Where  parties  execute  a  deed  by  which  they 
agree  to  separate  from  each  other,  but  at  the  same 
time  it  is  stipulated  between  them  verbally  that  they 
shall  continue  to  live  together,  and  they  do,  in  fact, 
continue  to  live  together  afler  that  deed  has  been 
executed,  in  pursuance  of  that  agreement  residing 
in  the  same  house,  although  they  may  not  cohabit 
together  as  husband  and  wife,  I  apprehend,  under 
such  circumstances,  such  a  deed  cannot,  in  point 
of  law,  be  sustained. 

The  very  question  that  is  now  raised  with  respect 
to  this  deed  of  May,  1818,  was  raised  between  a 
person  of  the  name  of  Hindley  and  Lord  West- 
meath,  in  a  case  that  was .  decided  in  the  Court  of 
King's  Bench  upon  this  very  deed  a  few  years  aga 
Mr.  Hindley  brought  an  action  against  Lord  West- 
meath ;  and  the  question  was,  with  respect  to  the 
effect  and  operation  of  this  deed,  whether  it  relieved 
Lord  Westmeath  from  his  liability  for  the  debts 
that  had  been  incurred  by  Lady  Westmeath.  The 
case  came  on  in  the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  and 
was  referred  to  arbitration.  It  was  referred  to  the 
decision  of  Mr.  Alderson.  Mr.  Alderson  looked 
through  all  the  facts  of  the  case,  as  they  were 
established  in  evidence  before  him ;  and  the  con- 
clusion to  which  he  came  from  that  evidence  was 
this;— that  the  parties  had  agreed,  at  the  time  when 
they  executed  that  deed  of  separation,  that  they 
should  still  continue  to  live  together,  and  that  they 
did  afterwards,  in  pursuance  of  that  agreement, 
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^^51.^  live  together  in  the  manner  I  have  described. 
The  evidence  from  which  that  conclusion  was 
drawn  was,  I  think,  in  substance,  though  perhaps 
not  precisely  in  terms,  the  same  evidence  as  that 
now  before  your  Lordships ;  and  I  draw  the  same 
conclusion  from  the  evidence  now  before  your 
Lordships,  that  at  the  time  when  that  deed  was 
executed  these  parties  agreed,  in  the  manner  I 
have  stated,  that  they  would  still  continue  to  live 
together. 

The  validity  of  that  award  became  a  subject  of 
discussion  in  the  Court  of  King's  Bench.  The 
Court  of  King's  Bench  considered  the  case  of  so 
much  importance,  that  they  would  not  decide  it 
upon  motion;  they  desired,  therefoi'e,  that  the 
facts  should  be  turned  into  a  special  case,  and  the 
facts  were  accordingly  turned  into  a  special  case, 
which  gave  time  for  more  deliberation  upon  the 
subject.  It  was  argued,  and  all  the  authorities 
were  considered ;  and  the  Court  were  unanimously 
of  opinion,  that  that  reservation  at  the  time  of  the 
execution  of  the  deed,  and  that  agreement,  that 
the  parties  should  continue  to  live  together, 
although,  in  point  of  fact,  they  did  not  occupy  the 
same  apartment,  and  cohabit  as  man  and  wife,  was 
sujSicient  to  impugn  and  to  set  aside  the  validity  of 
that  deed.  I  entirely  agree  in  the  opinion  so 
pronounced  by  thejudgmentof  the  Court  of  King's 
Bench ;  and  I  believe  that  judgment  met  with  the 
entire  concurrence  of  the  profession.  I  think,  there- 
fore, as  far  as  my  individual  opinion  is  concerned, 
that  that  deed  of  May  1818  cannot  be  sustained. 

The  question  then,  however,  is,  what  course  we 
are  to  take  upon  this  occasion  ?  The  noble  Lord, 
who  pronounced  the  judgment  in  the  Court  belows 
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considered  that  the  validity  of  this  deed  was  a  pure  18S1. 
question  of  law ;  that  the  deed  itself,  and  the  facts 
that  accompanied  or  followed  the  execution  of  that  ^ 
deed,  coming  into  a  court  of  law,  would  raise  a  pure 
question  of  law  as  to  the  validity  of  that  deed.  He 
did  not  conceive^  therefore^  that,  sitting  in  a  court 
of  equity,  he  was  bound  to  decide  with  respect  to 
that  point ;  and,  as  far  as  related  to  that  part  of 
the  suit,  he  directed  the  bill  to  be  retained  for  the 
period  of  twelve  months,  in  order  to  allow  the 
parties  an  opportunity  of  raising  the  question  in  a 
court  of  law,  if  either  of  the  parties  should  think 
it  right  so  to  do.  Neither  of  these  parties,  however, 
have  availed  themselves  of  that  opportuni^ ;  and, 
as  it  strikes  my  judgment,  with  great  deference  to 
the  opinion  of  my  noble  friend  who  sits  near  me, 
that  the  proper  course  will  be  to  affirm  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Court  below,  the  effect  of  which  will 
be  to  dismiss  the  bill,  as  far  as  relates  to  this  part 
of  the  suit,  leaving  the  parties,  as  they  will  under 
such  circumstances  be  left,  if  either  of  them  should 
think  it  advisable  so  to  do,  to  raise  the  question  as 
to  the  validity  of  this  deed  in  a  court  of  law ;  but 
I  do  not  apprehend  that  either  party  will  think  it 
prudent  to  agitate  that  question,  because  I  consider 
the  question,  as  far  as  relates  to  the  validity  of  the 
deed,  as  a  legal  question,  finally  settled  by  the 
decision  I  iiave  referred  to. 

Under  these  circumstances,  therefore,  and  subject 
also  to  the  opinion  of  my  noble  and  learned  friend 
sitting  near  me,  I  should  propose  that  the  judgment 
of  the  Court  below  should  be  affirmed,  accompanied 
with  a  declaration  that  either  party  may,  if  he  think 
proper,  be  at  liberty  to  raise  the  question  in  a  court 
of  law }  and^  for  that  purpose,  that  the  time  should 
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1831.  be  enlarged.  The  time,  as  it  originally  stood,  was 
twelve  months.  Those  twelve  months  have  already 
expired.  Therefore,  if  your  Lordships  agree  with 
me,  the  judgment  will  be  affirmed,  enlarging  the 
time  for  proceeding  at  law,  if  either  party  should 
think  it  advisable  to  do  so.  But  I  cannot  bring 
myself  to  suppose,  after  the  decision  I  have  referred 
to,  and  after  the  consideration  this  case  has  under- 
gone, and  adverting  to  the  principles  upon  which 
I  think  a  question  of  this  kind,  relating  to  the 
validity  of  a  deed,  must  be  decided,  that  it  will  ever 
be  contended  that  that  deed  can  be  sustained. 

The  Earl  of  Eldon.  —  It  has  been  my  fate  now 
for  nearly  forty  years  to  give  a  very  attentive  con- 
sideration to  cases  of  this  nature  ;  it  will  be  in  the 
recollection  of  some  gentlemen  who  stand  at  the 
bar,  that,  about  thirty  years  ago,  there  originated  a 
doctrine  in  Westminster  Hall,  that  a  man  and  his 
wife  might  by  agreement  make  themselves  separate 
persons  to  all  intents  and  purposes.  I  believe  that 
law,  which  was  then  pronounced  in  conformity  to  a 
principle  then  stated  by  Lord  Mansfield,  prevailed 
in  the  courts  of  law  for  nearly  twenty  years.  An 
opportunity  was  at  length  given  to  revise  that  doc- 
trine,— I  say,  at  length  given,  because  the  change 
of  practice  from  special  verdicts  into  special  cases 
had  prevented  frequently  any  recurrence  to  courts 
of  error,  but  at  the  end  of  about  twenty  years  there 
happened  to  be  a  writ  of  error  to  the  Exchequer 
Chamber,  and  the  Judges  then,  upon  very  great  con- 
sideration, attending  to  the  grounds  of  policy,  and 
the  nature  of  the  marriage  contract,  were  of  opinion 
that  that  doctrine,  and  all  that  had  been  consequen- 
tial upon  it,  could  not  be  supported  in  point  of  law. 
According  to  the  law  of  this  country  marriage 
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is  an  indissoluble  contract ;  it  can  only  be  dissolved  1881. 
a  vinculo  matrimonii  by  the  legislature,  and  that  con- 
tract once  entered  into,  imposes  upon  the  husband 
and  wife,  both  with  respect  to  themselves  and  with 
respect  to  their  offspring,  most  important  and  most 
sacred  duties  ;  so  important  and  so  sacred,  that  it 
does  seem  a  little  astonishing  that  it  ever  should 
have  happened  that  it  should  be  thought  that  they 
could,  by  a  mutual  agreement  between  themselves, 
destroy  all  the  duties  they  owed  to  each  other,  and 
all  the  duties  they  owed  to  their  offspring. 

I  do  not  go  through  what  has  been  stated  in  a 
great  variety  of  cases  upon  the  subject,  nor  do  I 
refer  to  them  for  any  other  purpose  than  that  of 
stating  that  which  I  think  can  admit  of  no  contra- 
diction, that  it  is  impossible  for  any  person  to  read 
the  judgments  I  have  had  the  honor  to  pronounce 
upon  the  subject,  without  seeing  that  I  never 
could  originally  have  been  a  party  to  any  such 
doctrine.  But,  when  decision  followed  decision ; 
when  men  whose  professional  knowledge,  whose 
talents  and  whose  abilities  I  was  bound  not  only  to 
respect  but  to  revere,  had  so  often  in  courts  of  law 
stated  doctrines  to  which  I  could  not  agree,  it 
seemed  to  me  a  most  improper  thing  that  I  should 
take  upon  myself  to  say  that  those  doctrines  were 
wrong,  without  putting  the  matter  into  the  most 
solemn  course  of  enquiry ;  and  I  believe  it  will  be 
found,  if  your  Lordships  look  at  the  judgments  to 
which  I  am  referring,  that  I  was  always  exceed- 
ingly anxious  that  a  case  of  this  important  nature 
should  be  brought  before  the  House  of  Lords. 

It  is,  as  my  noble  friend  upon  the  woolsack  has 
observed,  certainly  a  question  of  law  as  well  as  a 
question  of  equity  \  that  is  to  say,  a  court  of  law  and 
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18S1.  a  court  of  equity  must,  I  apprehend,  decide  with 
respect  to  questions  of  public  policy  upon  the  same 
grounds ;  and,  after  so  many  decisions  at  law,  it  has 
always  appeared  to  me  to  be  a  much  more  whole- 
some way  of  proceeding,  that  the  opinion  of  a  court 
of  law  should  be  taken  in  the  first  instance  upon 
the  question,  but  that  it  should  be  taken  in  such 
mode  and  form,  that  the  opinion  of  that  court  may 
be  brought  under  the  review  of  the  House  of 
Lords ;  and  when  the  present  decree  leaves  it  to 
each  party  to  proceed  at  law  as  they  shall  be  ad- 
vised, I  should  have  felt,  at  least  when  I  had  the 
honor  of  holding  a  judicial  seat,  if  the  matter  had 
been  so  tried  at  law, .  that  it  could  not  be  brought 
before  the  House  of  Lords,  I  should  have  felt  an 
inclination  to  send  it  back  again,  in  order  that  it 
might  come  before  this  House  in  the  proper  shape. 

It  is  impossible  to  look  at  the  circumstances  of 
the  present  case  without  feeling  much  with  regard 
to  what  4he  conduct  of  the  parties  has  been ;  and 
it  is  better,  perhaps,  to  say  nothing  more  upon  the 
subject,  than  simply  to  make  that  observation. 

With  respect  to  the  deed  of  1817,  it  is  quite 
impossible,  in  my  judgment,  upon  reading  that,  to 
sustain  it  for  a  moment ;  but  it  is  unnecessary  to 
consider  that  point,  because,  as  to  that  part  of  the 
decree,  there  is  no  appeal  on  the  part  of  Lady 
Westmeath.  The  consequence  of  that  is,  that  we 
must  take  the  decision  of  the  Court  of  Chancery 
in  Ireland  to  be  right,  upon  that  deed  of  1817. 

There  is  one  observation,  however,  which  I  think 
must  be  attended  to  in  the  minutes  of  any  judg- 
ment we  pronounce  here,  which  is  this :— that  that 
decree  reserves  the  consideration  of  any  right  that 
Lady  Rosa  may  have.    Now  I  doubt  whether  that 
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reservation  is  sufficiently  ample;  for,  although  I  1881, 
find  a  judgment  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  in  this 
country  in  the  year  1819>  pronouncing  that  Lord 
Westmeath  was  not,  under  any  articles  of  agree- 
ment, bound  to  settle  any  part  of  the  real  estate 
in  strict  settlement,  that  is,  upon  the  sons  in  tail, 
if  he  had  sons ;  yet,  that  deed  of  1817,  which  is 
prior  to  the  decree  of  ISlQy  has  actually  settled  the 
estates  of  Westmeath  and  Roscommon  upon  sons 
in  tail,  successively,  one  after  the  other;  and,  as  the 
law  always  contemplates  that  parties  who  are 
separated  may  come  together  again,  it  appears  to 
me,  at  least,  worthy  of  consideration,  whether  this 
House  must  not  introduce  into  the  minutes  of  its 
judgment  some  saving  of  the  rights  of  the  male 
issue  of  this  marriage,  if  there  should  be  any  such  * 
male  issue,  under  the  effect  of  that  same  deed  of 
1817>  with  respect  to  which  the  rights  of  Lady 
Rosa  are  reserved.  There  would  be  great  difficulty 
in  getting  at  that  relief,  because  there  is  y  appeal 
on  the  part  of  Lady  Westmeath,  or  any  person  who 
is  a  party  to  the  proceedings  before  the  House ;  but 
I  think  the  House  ought  to  make  an  attempt  to 
get  at  it 

With  respect  to  the  deed  of  May,  1818,  which 
is  a  deed  of  actual  separation,  subject  to  the 
peculiar  circumstances  that  took  place  when  the 
parties  met  together,  subsequently  to  May,  1818^ 
that  deed  appears  to  me  to  raise  a  question,  con- 
nected with  the  evidence,  of  very  great  importance* 
i^r  Christopher  Robinson^  I  observe,  was  of  opinion 
that  there  was  an  end  of  that  deed,  upon  the  ground 
of  condonation.  Sir  John  Nichol  reversed  that 
judgment,  being  of  opinion  that  there  was  no  such 
condonation  as  prevented  the  lady  applying  to  the, 
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1831.  Ecclesiastical  Court  upon  the  ground  of  cruelty. 
The  question  that  arises  here  is  this ;  not  whethei 
!i».^  there  is  any  such  condonation  as  will  prevent  an 
application  to  the  Spiritual  Court  upon  the  ground 
of  cruelty ;  but  the  question  is,  whether,  under  the 
circumstances  in  which  the  parties  lived  together, 
though  it  was  not  a  cohabitation  mensce  et  tJioriy 
or,  at  least,  is  said  not  to  have  been  so;  yet, 
whether,  under  these  circumstances  of  cohabit- 
ation, such  as  it  was,  the  policy  of  the  law  with 
respect  to  third  persons,  as  well  as  the  parties,  does 
not  require  that  such  a  cohabitation  should  destroy 
an  agreement  about  separation. 

I  have  considered  that  subject  very  anxiously, 
and  I  am  happy  to  take  this  opportunity  of  stating, 
that  if  it  has  been  supposed  any  where  that  I  have 
presumed  to  give  any  opinion  as  to  what  the  doc* 
trine  of  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  would  be  or  ought 
to  be  upon  such  a  state  of  circumstances,  that  that 
obs'erva||pn  must  be  founded  entirely  upon  mistake; 
and  it  is  rather  fit  for  me  to  make  that  reroai*k,  be- 
cause I  am  sure  those  who  look  back  to  see  what 
my  judicial  practice  has  been  upon  a  subject  of 
this  nature,  will  find  that  I  have  been  constantly  en- 
gaged in  a  struggle  to  leave  all  those  matters  about 
separation  rather  to  the  Ecclesiastical  Court,  than  to 
take  them  in  any  degree  from  that  Court ;  and  that 
the  contrary  practice  is  in  my  judgment  bad  policy. 
I  may  be  mistaken  in  that  judgment,  but  I  am  now 
speaking,  not  as  to  whether  that  judgment  was  cor- 
rect and  proper,  but  what  it  has  been  in  point  of 
fact ;  and  it  cannot  have  escaped  observation,  that 
I  have  always  betrayed  a  great  anxiety  to  reserve 
and  confine  the  Jurisdiction  in  that  species  of  suits 
to  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  as  much  as  it  could  pes- 
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sibly  be  reserved  to  that  Court.    It  is  too  late  to  say       1831. 
that  in  Westminster  Hall  we  cannot  deal  with  such 
suits :  what  I  meant  to  say  was  this ;  that  after  «• 

courts  of  law,  and  courts  of  equity,  following  the 
law,  have  held  that  you  could  deal  with  deeds 
of  separation,  it  was  too  late  to  say  that  we  were  to 
be  concluded  by  the  doctrine  of  condonation ; 
though  it  might  be  rightly  stated  in  the  Ecclesiasti- 
cal Court,  that  we  were  to  be  concluded  as  to  the 
effect  of  these  voluntary  agreements  with  regard 
to  the  prejudice  that  might  arise  from  such  deeds, 
from  such  living  together,  and  such  cohabitation  as 
was  proved,  with  all  the  circumstances  belonging 
to  it,  that  have  obtained  in  this  case. 

I  was  not  aware,  certainly,  that  the  Court  of  King's 
Bench  had,  in  the  matter  upon  which  Mr.  Alderson 
made  his  award,  given  an  opinion  upon  that  subject, 
but  I  have  no  hesitation  in  saying,  undoubtedly, 
that  if  it  should  ever  be  my  duty  to  recoqsider  this 
pointy  when  this  case  cotnes  here  again,  *that  my 
present  opinion  most  unquestionably  is,  after  very 
great  consideration  of  the  subject,  that  such  a 
living  together  as  obtained  between  May,  1818, 
and  June,  1819,  puts  an  end  to  that  deed  of  May, 
1818,  which  was  executed  in  August,  1818.  At 
the  same  time  I  quite  agree  that  this  case  ought 
not  now  to  be  decided  by  us,  either  by  dismissing 
the  bill  altogether,  or,  on  the  other  hand,  by  an 
attempt  to  do  that  which  we  cannot  do,  —  altering 
the  decree  in  any  such  way  as  it  would  be  perhaps 
competent  to  us  to  alter  it,  if  there  had  been  an 
appeal  on  the  other  side;  but,  there  being  no  appeal, 

we  cannot  alter  it.  The  consequence  of  this,  as 
it  seems  to  me,  is,  that  the  right  mod^  of  proceeding 
is  to  request  that  the  parties  will,  if  they  think  pro- 
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IS81.       pcfr,  yg6  to  Ibw  upon  the  subject,  but  they  must 
t&ke  dare  that,  in  going  to  law,  the  matter  in  the 
7  court  of  law  shall  be  so  dispdsed  of)  that  k  may 

'ddmit  of  an  application  to  this  House  by  a  Writ 
of  ciror,  "or  otherwise,  and  that,  unider  the  pre- 
sent circumstances,  thef efbre,  we  cannot  finally  re- 
lieve either  >party. 

Thcfre  is  one  circumstance  upon  which  I  should 
i}bg  to  ask  the  opinion  of  the  learned  dvilian  whom 
I  have  the  hotior  now  to  see  at  the  bar,  and  that  is 
this:— »in  the  suit  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court,  Lady 
Westmeath  iputs  in  what  I  shall  call,  but  perhaps  I 
shall  niisname  it,  a  defensive  allegation ;  I  mean,  to 
the  suit  for  the  restoration  of  conjugal  rights :  she 
^ys  in  answer  to  that,  there  has  been  great  cruelty, 
and  she  sed^s  for  a  divorce  a  mensd  et  thoro.  I 
observed  in  one  of  the  papers,  that  it  is  not  only 
represented  that  she  seeks  fbr  a  divorce  n  mensd  et 
'/Wo,  but  also  that  she  prays  for  alimony.  I  do 
not  observe  in  the  ju<^ment  of  Sir  John  Nichdl 
that  any  alimotiy  is  jgiven.  Now  I  wish  to  know, 
wbere  the  husband  brings  a  suit  in  the  Ecclesiastical 
Court,  in  order  to  have  a  restitution*  of  tonjugsU 
ligfats,  if  the  answer  to  that  suit  is  cine  giving  a 
title  to  divorce  a  mensd  et  thoro,  although  not  n 
-vinculo  matrimonii,  though  it  does  not,  of  course, 
ask  for  alimony,  is  alimony  always  allbwed  in  cas^ 
the  wife  succeeds  ? 

Dr.  Lushington. — There  is  no  question  what- 
ever, but  that  it  was  competent  to  the  Ecclesi- 
astical Court,  and  is  competent  to  the  High  Court 
of  Delegates  now,  supposing  the  cause  bad  not 
been  remitted  to  the  Arches,  to  allow  alimony  to 
Lady  WestmMth ;  and  the  reason  why  no  applica- 
tion'^was  made  for  alimony  was,  because 
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was  placed  upon  the  .existence  of  this  deed,  and       issi. 
out  of  extreme  .caution,  to  prevent  the  application 
for  alimony  being  supposed  to  have  any  operation 
against  the  validity  of  the  deed. 

LordEldon. — Then,  perhaps,  you  will  inform  me 
further,  whether  it  would  be  competent  now  to  go 
to  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  to  a$k  for  alimony. 

Dr.  Ltishington. — No  doubt,  my  Lord. 

Lord  Eldon. — Because  if  it  is  competent  to  go 
to  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  and  ask  for  alimony, 
and  if  alimony  is  allowed  in  that  Court  on  the 
ground  of  cruelty,  I  do  not  apprehend  that  we  have 
any  thing  to  do  with  it,  because  then  ^  the  sentence 
is  sustained   upon  the  right  ,to  alimony  in   the 
iEocIesiaatical  Court,  and,  not  iipon  the  right  created 
or  supposed  to.be  created  by  this  deed  of  1618. 
:If  .<the  Ecclesiastical  Court,  chooses  to  g^ve  alimony, 
I  do.  npt  >apprehend  that.this  House  could  interfere 
at  all  with  their  decisipn ;  and  if  the  Ecclesiastical 
Court  should  happen  to  take  as  the  measure  and 
extent  of  alimony,  the  alimony  which  was  professed 
to  be  given  by. this  deed  pf  1818,  I  do  not  appre-  * 
hend  that  because  that  Court  may  act  upon  that 
principle,  that  this  House  would  have  any  thing,  to 
do  with  it.     The  consequence  of  that  is,  therefore, 
that  the  judgment  the  Lord  Chancellor  has  proposed 
to  give,  leaves  you  at  liberty  to  go  to  the  Ecclesi- 
astical Court,  and  leaves  both  parties  at  liberty,  if 
they  think  proper,  to  go  to  law  upon  the  subject 
Going  to  law  on  the  part  of  Lord  Westmeath 
would  be  pf  no  use  if  you  could  get  in  the  Eeele- 
^iastical  Court  as  good  alimony  as  you  could  get 
under  this  deed.     On  the  other  hand,  there  could 
be  no  possible ,  grpund  for  us  to  interfere  upon  the 
point  of  alimony  if  you  can  get  it  there;  but  if 
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IBSU  you  cannot  get  alimony  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court, 
or  get  it  to  that  extent,  I  do  not  see  what  yau 
have  to  do,  but  to  go  to  law  in  the  way  the  Lord 
Chancellor  has  proposed ;  and,  with  his  leave,  I 
will  draw  up  the  minutes,  pointing  out  in  what 
course  your  Lordships  should  proceed. 

The  cause,  then,  upon  the  motion  of  the  Lord 
Chancellor,  stood  over,  in  order  to  prepare  the 
minutes. 

July  16.  The  Earl  qf  Eldon.  —  The  grounds  on  which 

18S0.  ^jjg  House  proposed  to  give  its  judgment  in  this 

case,  were  very  fully  stated  on  a  former  occasion. 
I  was  afterwards  informed  at  the  bar  that  the 
parties  had  compromised ;  that  compromise  not 
having  been,  as  I  am  now  informed,  carried  into 
effect,  I  will  endeavour  in  a  few  words  (not  going 
through  the  particulars  of  the  case,)  to  re-state 
the  judgment  which  this  House  intends  to  pro- 
nounce. 

The  question  arose  before  the  Lord  Chancellor 
of  Ireland  upon  the  effect  of  one  deed  in  the  year 
1817  and  another  in  the  year  1818.  The  Lord 
Chancellor  of  Ireland  was  of  opinion  that  the  deed 
of  1817  was  contrary  to  the  policy  of  the  law,  and 
that  therefore  the  demand  of  the  Appellant  was 
right  as  to  the  deed  of  1817,  but  that  there  must 
be  a  reservation  of  any  questions  in  which  the 
daughter  of  Lord  and  Lady  Westmeath  was  in- 
terested. Upon  looking  at  that  deed  it  appeared  to 
the  House  that  it  ought  further  to  reserve  the 
rights  of  any  of  the  other  children  that  were  com- 
prised in  that  deed  as  taking  under  the  limitations. 
With  respect  to  the  deed  of  1818,  it  has  been  most 
accurately  stated  by  the  House  that  the  question 
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upon  the  effect  of  that  deed,  as  being  or  not  being  1831. 
against  the  policy  of  the  law,  had  been  in  a  certain 
mode  and  manner  submitted  to  the  consideration 
of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench.  It  was  likewise 
stated  to  be  the  opinion  of  your  Lordships  that  that 
deed  is  a  deed  giving  a  separate  property  to  Lady 
Westmeath,  which  was  against  the  policy  of  the 
law,  considering  the  manner  in  which  they  have 
been  living  together.  It  has  been  supposed  in  the 
Ecclesiastical  Court  before  the  Delegates  that  we 
had  taken  upon  ourselves  to  intimate  an  opinion 
not  upon  the  mere  question  whether  this  deed  was 
a  deed  that  the  policy  of  the  law  could  sustain, 
but  on  the  other  hand,  whether  this  lady  could  live 
separate  from  her  husband  under  circumstances  of 
misconduct  of  which  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  had 
jurisdiction,  which  it  was  conceived  could  not  be 
taken  notice  of  in  this  House.  I  take  this  oppor- 
tunity of  stating,  that  no  such  thing  passed  in  this 
House.  We  thought  ourselves  competent,  as  cer- 
tainly we  were,  to  say  whether  the  deed  of  separa- 
tion was  an  instrument  to  which  this  House  could 
give  effect ;  but  if  it  was  to  be  considered  as  a  pro- 
ceeding to  enable  the  lady  to  live  separate  on  the 
ground  of  misconduct  of  which  the  Ecclesias- 
tical Court  takes  cognizance,  we  did  not  mean  to 
meddle  with  that  question,  nor  did  we  meddle  with 
it  at  all ;  but  it  having  been  understood  that  the 
Court  of  King's  Bench  was  of  opinion,  when  in  a 
certain  mode  the  question  as  to  that  deed  was  before 
them,  that  it  was  against  the  poUcy  of  the  law,  it 
did  appear  to  this  House  that  the  judgment  of  the 
Lord  Chancellor  must  be  considered  as  right  on 
both  points ;  that  is,  as  destroying  by  its  decision 

the  effect  of  the  deed  of  I8I7,  with  a  reservation 
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l8dl.  in  fav6ur  of  the  children  under  that  deed,  of 
^emttlrH  ^^^^^^  ^^^  reservation  of  the  question  with  respect 
f  ^  to  the  provisions  for  children  under  that  deed, 
and  that  the  other  might  be  tried  at  law,  re- 
serving the  further  consideration  of  the  subject 
till  the  proceeding  at  law  came  to  be  reported  to 
the  Court  of  Chancery  in  Ireland.  That  was  the 
nature  of  the  opinion  which  was  expressed  in 
the  intimation  of  what  was  proposed  to  be  the 
judgment  of  the  House ;  and  it  was  thought  ne- 
cessary to  add  to  that,  that  the  Court  of  Chancery 
in  Ireland  should  be  directed  to  retain  the  bill  upon 
that  part  of  the  case  for  a  twelvemonth  from  the 
date  of  the  order  upon  the  remit,  as  it  had  before 
directed  the  bill  to  be  retained  for  a  twelvemonth 
from  the  date  of  its  decree.  Your  Lordships  have 
tiot  gone  at  all  into  the  consideration  of  costs,  ex- 
cept to  intimate  that  you  did  not  see  that  this  was 
a  case  for  costs  as  between  Lord  Westmeath  and 
Lady  Westmeath  as  to  the  costs  of  the  appeal  j  but 
I  have  entertained  a  doubt  how  far  the  persons 
who  are  merely  trustees  in  this  case  should  not 
have  their  costs  paid  by  Lord  Westmeath,  and  I 
iticline  to  the  opinion  that  those  who  appear  as' 
trustees  ought  to  have  their  costs  paid  by  Lord 
Westmeath. 


July  22.  ^^  Earl  ofEldon. — On  further  considering  the 

1830.  blatter,  with  reference  to  the  judgment  which  was 

proposed  in  this  case,  I  am  of  opinion  that  it  is 
incomplete. 

With  respect  to  the  deed  of  1817,  on  which  the 
first  question  arises,  that  was  declared  by  the  Court 
in  Ireland  to  be  a  deed  contrary  to  the  policy  of 
the  law.   Your  I^ordships  were  also  of  (pinion,  that 
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that  deed  was  ^aiijt^t  the  policy  of  tbe^  I^^«  'ill^'p^ 
that  ext^i^t  there  ia  no  difilculty  i}\  aJOSriDJ^i^  ^^^ 
JHdgment. 

As^  tp  the  othe^  qqestion,  whip^  ^x'^^!^,  upw  t|?l9, 
4eed  of  1818^  the  Lp;cd  Chanqe^Ipr  of  Irelaipd 
directed  the  bill  to  he  retained  foy  a  t^elvemo^i^th, 
and  being  retaiped  for  a  tvjrelveniio^th  th^^t  in  (h^ 
meant^tne  spph  section,  or  ^gtipns  ^hpul^  be  brpiigb^ 
a$  thp  pairtie^  or  either  of  them,  might  thi^l^  fj^ 
The  proposition^  which  appea^^^  tq  ti^e  to  be  th^^^ 
which  ought  to  be  recommended  ^o  yoq^:  j^ojcdr, 
shjps,  w^s  to  affirm  thp  judgm^pt  ^s  \o  thp  ^eed  pf 
1817»  ap4  ^  affinp  the  judgment  as  tp  fhe  poinj;  qf 
law  upop  the  deed  of  1818,  4i^^P^i^g  thp  CpH^t  tp, 
re1;^in  the  hill  fof  a  year  f^-pm  the  timp  at  which  ^b^ 
judgment  of  th^s  Court  shoi^ld  he  regnla^'ly  pertifie}|. 
But,  on  fspnsideqng  what  we  ought  tP  c^o,  I  cqnfes/^ 
it  has  struck  me  as  a  matter  pf  extrefne  ^ifficqlty: 
in  what  form  of  action,  in  what  mode  pf  pleading, 
we  shall  be  able  to  a^ord  aid  to  the  C.o^rt  of 
Chancery,  so  as  to  call  upon  the  Court  p;t*  C^npprjf 
to  review  any  opinion  that  the  Common  Law- 
Judges  ms^y  give  upon  the  pp}ipy  of  thp  deed  of 
1818,  which  has  been  under  consideration  in  thf; 
Court  of  King's  Bench  in  Epgland  j  and  if  th^ 
Court  of  Chancery  cannot  loo]^  at  the  questipi^ 
respecting  the  policy  of  the  deed  on  any  special 
verdict,  that  therp  may  be  no  difficulty  in  fhi^  qas^ 
upon  that  pojnt. 

it  has  occurre4  to  ipe,  that  i\,  ipight  be  the 
me^ns  of  saving  very  gre^t  expenqe  to  these  parties 
if  we  were  to  put  the  thing  into  this  shape,  tb^t  vf^ 
should  dictate,  if  I  may  use  that  word,  to  the  Courj; 
of  Chancery  to  send  a  c^se  for  the  opinion  of  the 
Court  of  King's  Bench.    Then  if  the  Lpfd  Cl^^o- 
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18S1.       cellor  shall  adopt  that  opinion,  there  might  be  an 
appeal  to  this  House,  so  that  there  might  be  given 
»•  to  your  Lordships  a  final   opportunity  of  giving 

judgment  respecting  the  policy  of  this  deed  of 
1818.  I  am  sure  this  course  may  tend  to  save  a 
great  deal  of  expence  to  the  parties,  who  will 
lose  no  time  whatever  by  the  motion  which  I  now 
propose  to  make ;  namely,  that  the  judgment  of 
this  House  shall  not  be  drawn  out  till  the  second 
Monday  in  the  next  session  of  parliament.  The 
case  may,  in  the  interval,  be  brought  before  the 
Court  of  Chancery  in  Ireland ;  and  I  am  persuaded 
no  time  will  be  lost  by  the  change  which  I  propose, 
if  the  parties  think  proper  to  take  the  necessary 
steps  previous  to  that  time.  I  believe  my  noble 
and  learned  friend  on  the  woolsack  feels  with  me 
that  there  is  a  great  deal  more  consideration  due 
to  the  course  we  intend  to  pursue  than  I  had  at 
first  conceived. 

The  cause  then  stood  over  to  the'next  meeting 
of  Parliament. 


Dec.  22.  The  Earl  of  Eldon. — ^There  is  certainly  a  very 

1830.  great  difficulty  in  knowing  what  to  do  satisfactorily 

with  this  case.  The  parties,  however,  have,  by 
their  petition,  expressed  the  desire  that  we  should 
finally  dispose  of  the  case  under  the  circumstances 
in  which  it  stands  at  present.  The  case  presents 
what  are  called  deeds  of  separation  between  Lord 
and  Lady  Westmeath.  How  it  could  have  entered 
into  the  head  of  any  body  to  suppose  that  the  first 
of  these  deeds  was  a  deed  that  any  court  of  justice 
was  capable  of  carrying  into  effect,  after  there  have 
been  so  many  decisions  upon  the  subject,  I  really 
Cannot  imagine.     It  appears  that  the  Lord  Chan- 
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cellor  of  Ireland  stated  his  opinion  in  the  decree  18S1. 
which  he  made,  that  the  deed  was  void  as  between 
Lord  and  Lady  Westmeath,  making  this  declaration, 
however,  as  he  stated,  without  prejudice  to  the 
rights  of  the  infant  daughter  of  Lord  and  Lady 
Westmeath. 

After  that  deed  had  been  executed,  the  parties 
lived  together  again ;  the  consequence  of  which  is, 
that  although  there  had  been  a  valid  separation, 
their  living  together  again  annulled  it.  This  in 
the  Ecclesiastical  Courts  is  called  a  condonation ; 
we,  in  Westminster  Hall,  are  content  to  say  it  puts 
an  end  to  the  deed.  There  can  be  no  doubt, 
therefore,  and  there  has  been  no  doubt  expressed 
in  this  House,  that  that  deed  was  void  as  a  deed  of 
separation. 

The  parties  having  come  together,  fresh  dif- 
ferences took  place  between  them,  in  consequence 
of  which  another  settlement  was  executed  in  May, 
1818.  That  purports  to  be  a  deed  between  hus- 
band and  wife,  covenanting  for  their  living  apart ; 
the  fact  being,  as  it  is  stated  on  the  part  of  those 
who  contend  for  the  validity  of  the  deed,  that 
notwithstanding  that  agreement,  the  parties  lived 
together  in  the  same  house,  associating  together 
to  all  appearance ;  sometimes  sleeping  in  the  same 
room,  one  on  one  side  of  the  room  and  the  other  on 
the  other  side,  there  being  two  beds.  The  only 
question  is,  whether  any  court  of  justice  would  give 
effect  to  such  a  deed  under  such  circumstances. 

In  the  course  of  what  passed  in  this  House,  we 
heard  that  there  were  proceedings  in  the  Ecclesi- 
astical Court  The  jurisdiction  of  that  Court 
appears  to  me  to  have  been,  in  a  great  measure, 
superseded ;  and  we  are  bound  to  believe  lawfully 
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1831*  9i^eF$eded  by  the  decisions  which  have  been  made. 
^I^^^^j^  w  Westminster  Hall.  I  do  not  believe  that  there 
»-^_^  is  any  one  of  your  Lordships  who  wishes  it  to  be 
further  interfered  with.  The  proceedings  went  Oft 
in  the  £cclesiastical  Court.  Lord  Westmeath  there 
instituted  a  suit  for  restitution  of  conjugal  rights; 
and  Lady  Westmeath,  on  the  other  hand»  instituted 
a  suit  for  dissolution  of  the  marriage;  she  coiv^  1 

tending  that  he  was  not  entitled  to  have  that 
remedy  in  the  £e<?lesiastical  Court ;  and  a  ques-> 
tion  arose  there,  on  which  a  difference  of  opinio^ 
was  expressed  by  two  very  learned  persons  j  the 
one.  Sir  Christopher  Robinson,  who  held  that  that 
deed  was  a  deed  of  condonation  of  Lord  West? 
meath's  alleged  cruelty  and  adultery;  and  the  other, 
Sir  John  Nichol,  who  heard  the  appeal,  who  was 
of  a  different  opinion ;  and  Lord  Westmeath,  in 
consequence,  was  prevented  having  the  judgment' 
which  he  prayed  in  that  case.  The  Court  of  De* 
legates  confirmed  the  decision  of  3ir  John  Nicfapl, 
their  judgment  being  that  he  had  no  title  to  the 
restitution  of  conjugal  rights.  Another  question 
also  arose,  which  was  whether  the  subsequent  deed 
did  or  did  not  amount  to^a  condonation. 

In  this  case  we  have  no  right  whatever  to  in* 
terfere  with  the  proceedings  of  the  ]£cclesiastical 
Court,  and  I  mention  it  again  for  the  sake  of  saying, 
that  if  any  Judge  of  that  Court  has  supposed  that 
we  act  as  an  Appellate  Court  on  any  proceedings 
in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  or  the  Court  of  Dele- 
gates, that  c4>servation  must  have  been  founded  in 
an  entire  mistake. 

It  is  a  very  different  question  whether  that  deed 
was  to  be  considered  as  a  condonation  of  what  i» 
called  adultery  and  cruelty  on  the  part  of  the  hui- 
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ba¥)d,  (^r  whether  that  deed  is  a  deed  which  a  Ccvirt  I88t« 
of  Equity  (and  we  are  now  sitting  in  appeal  as  a 
Court  of  Equity)  will  enforce.  If  the  parlies 
choose  to  have  the  opinion  of  this  House  in  the 
present  state  of  the  proceeding,  and  will  both  of 
them  gire  a  consent  to  be  bound  by  that  opinion, 
I  believe  that  there  is  no  difficulty  on  the  part  of 
your  Lordships  —  there  is  not  on  my  part  —  to 
state  what  must  be  the  view  of  a  Court  of  Equity 
with  respect  to  that  deed ;  but  I  feel  a  very  great  dif- 
ficulty in  stating  an  opinion  upon  that  ground  one 
way  or  the  other^  if  the  cause  is  afterwards  to  pro- 
ceed in  the  courts  below,  with  any  sort  of  prejudice 
supposed  to  belong  to  the  expression  of  that  opi- 
nion, and  then  come  back  again  here  for  review 
as  to  that  deed^  before  the  cause  can  be  finally  dis- 
posed of.  It  is  perfectly  clear  that  the  cause 
cannot  be  finally  disposed  of  here,  unless  the  parties 
will  agree  that  it  shall  be  finally  disposed  of  here* 
We  have  had  a  petition  from  La,dy  Westmeath, 
praying,  and  it  is  certainly  open  to  all  parties  to 
make  that  prayer,  that  we  should  now  dispose  of  it, 
if  the  parties  will  agree  to  the  decision  being  finaL 
I  see  no  objection  to  that  course.  If,  on  the  other 
hand,  both  parties  will  not  agree  to  that,  the  con* 
sequence  will  be  that  with  your  Lordships'  assist* 
ance  we  inust  endeavour  to  put  the  case  into  as 
short  a  mode  of  further  proceedings,  and  leading 
to  as  little  further  expence,  as  the  nature  of  the 
case  will  admit.  I  observe  from  the  petition  of 
Lady  Westmeath  that  there  has  been  another  pro* 
ceeding  in  the  Court  of  Chancery  in  Ireland  i  1  re» 
fer  to  a  suit  by  a  mortgagee,  for  the  purpose^  as  her 
case  states,  of  embarrassing  her*  Whether  it  was 
for  that  purpose  I  do  not  know,  but  she  has  filed 
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ISSl.  ^  a  bill  to  redeem  that  mortgage,  that  the  existence 
of  it  may  not  embarrass  any  rights  she  may  have, 
and  it  may  be  necessary  to  advert  to  that  circum- 
stance in  another  form.  I  do  not  believe  that 
either  in  this  House  or  out  of  it  there  will  be  in 
the  minds  of  those  who  are  conversant  with  the 
law  much  doubt,  and  I  do  not  mean  to  intimate 
that  I  have  the  least  doubt  upon  the  question 
whether  those  deeds  are  valid  or  invalid?  But 
before  I  express  my  opinion  more  decidedly,  I 
should  wish  it  to  be  ascertained  whether  the  parties 
will  or  will  not  be  bound  by  the  judgment  of  your 
Lordships  ;  and  I  should  be  glad  if  my  noble  and 
learned  friend,  who  presided  at  the  hearing,  would 
state  how  the  case  appears  to  him. 

Lord  Lyndhurst. — I  apprehend  that  no  question 
at  all  can  be  made  respecting  the  deed  of  Decem- 
ber, 1817*  that  it  is  utterly  void.  With  respect  to 
the  deed  of  May,  1818,  when  this  case  came  on 
for  judgment  on  the  former  occasion,  I  am  afraid  I 
did  go  further  than  my  noble  and  learned  friend  is 
disposed  now  to  do.  I  stated  in  distinct  terms  my 
opinion  with  respect  to  that  deed,  an  opinion  from 
which  I  am  not  at  all  disposed  to  recede  ;  namely, 
that  that  deed  also  is  invalid.  I  referred  to  the  de« 
cision  of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  on  that  very 
deed  in  the  case  of  Hindley  v.  Westmeath^  referred 
to  in  the  printed  paper  to  which  my  noble  and 
learned  friend  alludes.  I  find  it  is  stated  that  the 
decision  of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  in  that  case 
ought  not  to  be  made  use  of  against  Lady  West- 
meath,  inasmuch  as  she  was  not  a  party  to  that  case; 
but  I  did  not  cite  the  case  of  Hindley  v.  Westmeath 
on  the  ground  that  Lady  Westmeath  had  any  pri- 
vity in  respect  of  the  decision  of  that  case,  but  I 
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cited  it  as  a  precedent  applying  to  the  present  case,  18S1. 
that  decision  being  pronounced  upon  this  very  deed, 
and  in  my  judgment  in  this  case  referred  to  in  the  ^^^^^^ 
paper  on  your  Lordships'  table,  my  conclusion  cor- 
responds with  the  conclusion  of  the  Court  from  the 
evidence  in  the  case  of  Hindley  v.  fVestmeath.  I 
am  of  opinion  that  the  result  of  the  evidence  is 
the  same  in  the  present  case  as  it  was  in  Hindley  v. 
WestmeatJiy  and  that  that  case  is  an  authority  precisely 
in  point*  I  did  not  rely  solely  upon  the  decision 
of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  in  that  case,  although 
that  was  a  decision  pronounced  on  great  consider- 
ation. It  originated  in  an  award  made  by  Mr. 
Alderson,  now  a  learned  Judge,  who  stated  upon 
the  face  of  the  award  the  grounds  of  his  opinion* 
The  Court  of  King's  Bench  considered  the  question 
of  so  much  importance,  that  upon  the  motion  made 
upon  that  occasion  they  refused  to  pronounce  any 
judgment,  but  they  directed  the  facts  to  be  turned 
into  what  is  called  a  special  case,  in  order  that  it 
might  be  more  deliberately  and  more  solemnly 
argued ;  and  upon  the  result  of  that  argument  the 
Court  had  no  doubt  whatever  with  respect  to  the 
judgment  which  they  ought  to  pronounce :  it  was 
against  the  validity  of  the  deed.  I  rely,  however, 
not  on  the  decision  alone,  but  on  the  grounds 
assigned  by  the  learned  Judges  for  that  decision, 
referring  as  they  did  to  former  decisions. 

My  noble  and  learned  friend  has  pursued  per- 
haps a  more  jprudent  course  than  I  am  pursuing,  in 
stating  that  he  would  not  at  present  give  any 
opinion  respecting  the  validity  or  invalidity  of  the 
deed,  unless  the  parties  at  the  bar  would  agree  to 
take  the  judgment  of  the  House  in  the  present 
stage  of  the  proceedings.     I  have  on  a  former  oc- 
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iSSl.       casion  •expressed  the  opinion  I  entertained  of  that 
deed ;  I  think  I  am  bound  to  4state  that  I  see  no 
V-   ^      reason  to  departfrom  that  opinion.    I  have  within 
the  'last  fouF<^and-twenty  /hours  read  over  the  qvi- 
denee  again,  and  have  <re-<con8idered  the  sid^ect, 
and  tfaett  further  consideration  has  confirmed  me  in 
the  opinion  I  (had  formed  upon  it.    I  feel  desirouSt 
however,  that  the  parties  jshouid  come  to  a  tenni* 
nation  df  these  proceedings.   I  think  that  vthe  j  udg* 
ment  of  this  House  ought  to  iput  an.  end  to  this  ua«* 
fortunate  suit,  which  has  caused  so  much  expence, 
and  has  been  protractedisomany  ^years,  and.of  that 
termination  I  see  no  probabiUty,  unless  the  parties 
agree  to  the  proposition  of  my  noble  and  leiurned 
friend. 

The /Earl  qfEldan.-^  Are  the:  agents  here? 

Mr.  Leake  and  Mr.  Mundetl app&aed  at  the-  ba& 

The  Earl  of  Eld(m*-^What  we  are  now  doing  is 
rather  for  the  purpose,  of  considering  whether  that 
part  of  >  the  judgment  of  the  Lord  Chancellor  of 
Ireknd  which  proposes ;  to  give  in  some  shape  a 
proceeding  at  law  upon  the  question  of  the  validity 
of  that  deed  should  stand,  which  proceeding  would 
be  attended  with  a  great  expence ;  or  .whether  we 
•should  say  at .  once,  that  whatever  may  be  the 
decision  of  the  Court  of  Law  upon*  that  poiat,  the 
deed  is  either  valid  or  invalid.  /This  House  is 
clearly  at  hberty  to  do  so,  whether  the  parties  give 
one  answer .  or  the  •  other  answer.  Do  the  parties 
object  to  the  House  giving  its  opinion  now  upon 
the  validity  of  the  deed  ? 

Mr.  MundelL — On  the  part  of  my  Lord  West- 
meath,  my  Lords,  I  do  not 

Mr.  Leake. — On  the  part  of  Lady  Westmeath,  my 
Lords,  I  have  no  authority  to;  consent  to  any  thing. 
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Lard  Lyndhurst.-^^I  'feel  so  strongly  upon  this  MSl. 
qnestioh,  that  I  'would  propose  to  your  Lordships 
to  pronounce  the  deed  ctf  1818  invalid  on  the  ^j^ 
argutnents  which  we  have  already  heard.  That 
seetns  to  be  the  main  ^oint  which  now  remains  for 
consideration,  the  deed  of  I8I7  having  been  pro* 
nounced  invalid  by  the  Court  below ;  if  ^we  pro^ 
nouncethe  deed  of  1818  invalid,  we  cantbendraw 
up  the  tninutes  for  the  purpose  of  setting  the 
question  ^t  're^t. 

The  Earl  of  Eldon.-^^Aher  what  has  fallen  from 
the  agents,  I  state,  without  the  least  hesitation, 
ihat  I  have  no  doubt  whatever  that  the  deed 
of  18^8  is  invalid,  as  between  Lord  and  Lady 
Westmeath.  I  ato  extremely  sorry  to  be  obliged 
,fo  ^tate  that  opinion,  but  it  is  an  opinion  which  I 
have  often  and  often  reconsidered,  and  I  cannot 
alter  it.  The  •  consequence  is,  that  tjie  judgment 
of  the  House  will  be,  thit  this  deed  is  invalid  in 
'tespedt  of  the  rights  of  Lord  and  Lady  Westmeath, 
but  not  as  to  those  -which  any  other  person  may 
have  under  that  deed.  That  reservation  was  made 
by  the  Court  of  Chancery  in  Ireland  with  respect 
to  the  former  deed.  As  to  the  form  of  the  finding, 
I  will  draw  it  up,  and  will  show  it  to  my  noble 
and  leai*ned  friend. 


Lord  Lyndhurst. — I  have  communicated  with  -^"g-  ^• 
the  noble  and  learned  Lofd  who  attended  upon 
the  hearing  of  this  case,  and  he  agrees,  in  opinion 
with  me,  tliat  the  best  course  for  this  House  to 
pursue,  would  be  to  declare  the  deed  of  1818,  as 
far  as  any  remedies  on  that  deed  may  be  had  by 
the  Marchioness  of  Westmeath,  null  and  void  j 
and  then,  if  that  be  the  decree,  to  remit  the  cause 
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1831.  to  the  Court  of  Chancery  in  Ireland,  who  may 
dispose  of  both  the  questions.  In  the  mean  time, 
the  deed  may  be  pronounced  null  and  void,  upon 
which  no  action  can  be  maintained.  The  ques- 
tion was  formerly  before  the  Court  of  King's 
Bench  in  England ;  that  Court  had  no  doubt  on 
the  subject,  but  the  case  was  referred  for  the 
award  of  Mr.  Alderson,  then  at  the  bar,  now  one 
of  his  Majesty's  Judges  of  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas.  Leave  was  given  to  him  to  state  on  the 
award  the  ground  of  his  judgment,  in  order  that 
opportunity  might  be  afforded  of  taking  the  opi- 
nion of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  on  the  subject. 
That  opinion  was  taken,  and  the  Court  of  King's 
Bench  were  unanimously  of  opinion  that  the  deed 
of  1818  could  not  be  sustained.  I  stated  this 
before  in  the  presence  of  the  noble  and  learned 
Lord,  and  he  concurred  with  me  in  opinion. 
I  should  recommend,  therefore,  now,  that  your 
Lordships  should  pronounce  your  opinion,  that  that 
deed  of  1818  is  void  at  law  ;  and  then  having  so 
pronounced  that  opinion,  you  should  remit  the 
case  back  to  the  Court  of  Chancery  in  Ireland. 


August  SI.  18S1. 
It  is  declared  that  the  deed  of  the  SOth  of  May,  1818,  in,  &c. 
so  far  as  the  Respondent  the  Marchioness  of  Westmeath,  or  her 
trustees  the  Marquess  of  Salisbury  and  H.  W.  Wood,  further 
seek  or  can  seek  any  benefit  under  it,  is  null  and  void  in  law ; 
and  with  this  declaration  it  is  ordered,  that  the  cause  be  re- 
mitted to  the  Court  of  Chancery  in  Ireland,  to  do  therein  as 
shall  be  just  and  consistent  with  this  declaration. 
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a 

1881. 


WALES, 

(court  of  chancery  of  great  sessions  for 

glamorgan,  &c.) 

Thomas  James  and  James  Spencer    Appellants  ; 

James  Price  and  William  Augus-  ^  ^         j»    . 
^  I  Respondents. 

TUS  GOTT       -. J  ^ 

Upon  the  sale,  under  a  trust,  of  an  estate  called  G.,  which  was 
subject  to  a  mortgage  to  J.  S.,  an  attorney*  J.  became 
the  purchaser,  and  in  part  of  the  purchase  money  agreed  with 
J.  P.  who,  jointly  with  W.  P.,  was  interested  in  the  proceeds 
of  the  estate  G.,  to  convey  an  estate  called  M.,  valued  at 
2000/.  This  estate  was  accordingly  conveyed  to  T.  J.,  a 
partner  in  business  with  J.  S.,  who  in  the  deeds  appeared  to 
be  a  trustee  for  J.  P.  The  deeds  so  executed  were  left  in 
the  possession  of  J.  S.,  who,  upon  some  few  occasions,  had 
acted  as  the  solicitor  of  J.  P. 

J.  P.  having  in  1817f  upon  the  security  of  this  estate  of  M., 
borrowed  700/.  of  W.  W.,  applied  to  J.  S.  for  the  deeds,  in 
order  to  complete  the  security,  and  they  accordingly  were 
delivered  by  J.  S.  to  J.  P.,  and  were  placed  in  the  hands  of 
W.  W.  as  mortgagee.  In  1818,  J.  P.  borrowed  a  further 
sum  of  1500/.  of  A.  G.,  whereupon  W.  W.  conveyed  the 
estate  to  A.  G.,  and  the  deeds  were  delivered  up  to  him. 
Part  of  the  1500/.  so  borrowed  was  applied  in  discharge  of  the 
principal  and  interest  due  to  W.  W.,  and  other  part  in  satis- 
faction of  two  judgments  which  had  been  entered  up  against 
J.  P.  by  creditors,  for  whom  T.  J.,  the  partner  of  J.  S.,  acted 
as  solicitor. 

Upon  this  occasion  T.  J.  having  refused  to  join  in  the  convey- 
ance to  A.  G.,  a  bill  in  Chancery  was  filed  to  compel  him  to 
convey ;  and  he^  by  his  answer,  having  suggested  that  he 
held  the  estate  in  trust  for  J.  S.  as  well  as  J.  P.,  the  bill  was 
amended  by  making  J.  S.  a  co-Defendant.  He  by  his  answer 
swore  that  the  estate  of  G.  was,  by  agreement  between  him 
and  J.  P.,  sold,  /or  their  joint  benefit;  in  moieties ;  that  the 
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18S1*  estate  of  M.  was  for  reasons  of  convenience  conveyed  in 

trust  nominally  for  J.  P.,  but  that  T.  J.  being  his  partner,  was 
on  that  account  made  the  trustee  in  the  deed,  and  for  the 
same  reasons  the  deeds  were  left  in  the  possession  of  J.  S.» 
and  that  an  account  respecting  the  estate  had  been  settled 
and  signed  by  the  Plaintiff,  in  which  it  appeared  that  J.  S. 
was  jointly  interested  with  him.  On  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff 
the  facts  as  before  stated  were  proved,  and  it  was  also  proved, 
that  in  various  transactions  and  conversations  relating  to  the 
sale  and  mortgage  of  the  estates  in  question,  they  were  con- 
sidered and  spoken  of  as  the  estates  of  J.  P.  and  that  J.  S. 
never  claimed  any  interest  in  them.  But  one  of  the 
Plaintiff's  witnesses  deposed,  that  J.  S.,  in  a  conversation 
with  him,  said  that  '*  he  thought  J.  P.  had  bought  the 
**  estate  for  him,  but  J.  P.  took  it  for  himself:  that  he  (J.  S.) 
**  and  W.  P.  (who  was  part  owner  with  J.  P.  of  the  estate  to 
"  be  sold)  were  not  friends,  but  that  J.  P.  and  W.  P.,  who  was 
*<  his  uncle,  were  friends,  an3  that  J.  P.  could  make  a  better 
•*  bargain." 

There  was  also  evidence  that  J.  S.  refused  to  deliver  the 
deeds  to  J.  P.,  until  J.  P.  had  signed  the  account  set  up  by 
the  answer. 

On  the  part  of  J.  S.  the  Defendant  in  the  suit,  it  was  sworn  by 
T.  J.,  his  partner  and  co-Defendant,  that  he  was  made  trustee 
for  J.  S.  as  well  as  J.  P.,  and  that  the  account  showing  their 
joint  interest  was  fairly  settled  and  signed  by  J.  P.  after 
deliberate  investigation  : 

Held,  under  these  circumstances,  in  the  Court  below,  and 
upon  appeal,  that  J.  S.,  upon  the  proposal  of  the  Court, 
not  having  acceded  to  the  suggestion,  that  an  issue  would  be 
directed  if  the  parties  had  any  further  evidence  to  offer,  it 
was  properly  decreed,  that  T.  J.  was  a  trustee  for  J.  P.  only. 

JlN  this  case  a  bill  was  filed  by  the  Respondents, 
against  the  Appellant- James,  for  the  purpose  of 
compelling  him,  as  a  trustee  under  indentures, 
dated  the  1st  and  2d  of  February,  1814,  to  convey 
all  his  estate  and  interest  in  certain  lands,  &c. 
called  the  Merdy,  &c.  to  the  Respondent  Gott. 

James  having,  by  his  answer,  stated  that  the 
Appellant  James  Spencer  claimed  to  be  interested 
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in  the  lands,  &c.,  the  original  bill  was  amended  by       1881. 
making  the  Appellant  Spencer  a  party  to  tbe  suit. 

The  bill  which  was  again  amended  stated,  **  That 
in  pursuance  of  an  agreement,  dated  the  25th  of 
October,  1811,  and  made  between  the  Respondent 
James  Price  and  Walter  Price,  James  Price,  by 
his  promissory  note,  paid  to  the  Appellant  James 
Spencer,  816/.,  being  part  of  the  consideration 
money  in  the  agreement  mentioned,  and  therein 
stated  to  be  due  to  James  Spencer  from  Walter 
Price,  and  that  the  note  was  received  by  James 
Spencer  in  satisfaction  of  such  debt,  and  had  been 
long  since  paid  off,  but  that  the  same  had  never 
been  returned  to  James  J^ice,  and  then  remained 
in  the  possession  or  power  of  Spencer. 

The  bill  further  stated,  that  by  indentures  of 
lease  and  release,  dated  the  1st  and  2d  of  February, 
1814,  the  release  being  made  and  executed  by  and 
between  Thomas  Jones  of  the  first  part ;  the  Re- 
spondent James  Price  of  the  second  part ;  and  the 
Appellant  Thomas  James  of  the  third  part ;  after 
reciting  that  the  messuage,  farm,  and  lands  therein 
described  then  stood  limited  to  the  use  of  such  per- 
sons as  the  said  Thomas  Jones  should  appoint ;  and 
further  reciting,  that  the  Respondent  James  Price 
had  contracted  with  the  said  Thomas  Jones  for  the 
purchase  of  the  said  messuage,  lands,  and  heredita^ 
ments  therein-after  described,  for  the  sum  of 
2,000/.,  it  was  witnessed,  that  in  pursuance  of  the 
said  contract,  and  in  consideration  of  the  said  sum 
of  2,000/.,  to  the  said  Thomas  Jones,  paid  by  the 
Respondent  James  Price,  he  the  said  Thomas  Jones 
appointed  the  messuage,  lands,  and  hereditaments 
therein-after  described,  unto  and  to  the  use  of  the 
Appellant  Thomas  James,  his  heirs  and  assigns, 
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18S1.  upon  the  trusts  therein-after  declared  :  and  it  was 
further*  witnessed,  that  the  Respondent  James 
Price  did  bargain,  sell,  and  release,  and  the  said 
Thomas  Jones  did  grant  and  release  unto  the  Ap- 
pellant Thomas  James,  his  heirs  afid  assigns^  all 
that  messuage,  lands,  and  hereditaments  called  the 
Merdy,  situate  in  the  several  parishes  of  Clifford 
and'Dorston,  in  the  county  of  Hereford  ;  and  also 
all  those  several  pieces  of  land  called  Caie-Mae- 
Gwridd,  otherwise  Cae-Mae-Gwreth  aforesaid, 
situate  near  the  Merdy  aforesaid,  with  the  appur- 
tenances, to  hold  the  same  unto  the  Appellant 
Thomas  James,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  to  the  use  of 
the  Appellant  Thomas  James,  his  heirs  and  assigns, 
in  trust  for  the  Respondent  James  Price,  his  heirs 
and  assigns,  to  be  released  and  conveyed  from 
time  to  time  to  such  persons  or  person,  for  such 
estate  or  estates,  uses,  intents  and  purposes  as  the 
Respondent  James  Price,  his  heirs  and  assigns, 
should  direct  or  appoint,  and  for  no  other  use^ 
intent  or  purpose  whatsoever. 

The  bill  further  stated,  that  under  the  indentures 
of  lease  and  release  of  the  1st  and  2d  days  of  Feb- 
ruary, 1814,  the  Appellant  Thomas  James  became 
legally  seised  of  the  fee-simple  of  the  said  messuage^ 
lands,  and  premises,  in  trust  for  the  Respondent 
James  Price,  his  heirs  and  assigns ;  and  that  the  last 
named  Respondent  accordingly  entered  into  pos- 
session of  the  said  messuage,  lands,  and  premises, 
and  into  the  receipt  of  the  rents  and  profits  thereof, 
and  had  ever  since  continued  in  such  possession, 
and  to  receive  and  apply  all  the  said  rents  and 
profits  to  his  own  use  Atid  benefit  exclusively,  and 
that  the  Appellant  James  Spencer  had  never  ap- 
plied  to  the   Respondent  James  Price  for    any 
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account  of  the  said  rents  and  profits  so  received  by       18S1. 
him,  nor  for  any  share  thereof;  that  all  the  title 
deeds  relating  to  the  said  premises  were  delivered 
up  to  the  Respondent  James  Price,  and  that  in  or 
about  the  month  of  February,  I8I7,  the  last  named 
Respondent  having  occasion  for  the  snm  of  7OO/., 
delivered  the  said  deeds  to  the  Appellant  James 
Spencer  (who  was  then,  and  had  been  for  many 
years  previous,  the  last  named  Respondent's  soli- 
citor), for  the  purpose  of  raising  the  said  sum  for 
the  last  named  Respondent  by  a  mortgage  of  the 
said  estate ;  and  that  the  deeds  remained  in  the 
possession  of  the  said  Appellant  until  the  said  Re- 
spondent having  applied  to   Walter  Wilkins   of 
Maeslough,   in  the   county  of  Radnor,  and  re-' 
quested  him  to  lend  and  advance  the  sum  of  700/. 
to  the  last  named  Respondent,  upon  the  security 
of  tlie  said  messuage,  lands,  and  premises,  with 
which  request   the   said  Walter  Wilkins  having 
agreed  to  comply,  the  said  deeds  were  re-delivered 
to  the  Respondent  James  Price  at  his  request,  by 
or  by  the  order  of  the  Appellant  James  Spencer, 
for  the  purpose  of  enabling  the  last  named  Re- 
spondent to  mortgage  the  said  estate  for  the  said 
sum  to  the  said  Walter  Wilkins,  and  the  last  named 
Respondent  having  delivered   the  said  deeds  to 
the  said  Walter  Wilkins,  with  the  privity  of  the 
Appellant  James  Spencer,  he,  the  said  Walter  Wil- 
kins, did   accordingly  lend   and  advance  to  the 
Respondent  James  Price  the  said  sum  of  700/. 

The  bill  then  stated  indentures  of  lease  and  re- 
lease, bearing  date  the  27th  and  28th  of  February, 
I8I7,  by  which  the  Respondent  James  Price,  in 
consideration  of  the  said  sum  of  7OO/.  so  lent  and 
advanced  to  him  as  aforesaid  by  the  said  Walter 

F  F  3 


4S4  CASES    IN    THE   HOUSE    OF   LORDS 

• 

18S1.  Wilkins,  granted,  released,  and  appointed  to  the 
said  Walter  Wilkins,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  all  the 
said  messuage,  lands,  and  premises,  to  hold  the 
same  unto  and  to  the  use  of  the  said  Walter  Wilkins, 
his  heirs  and  assigns,  subject  nevertheless  to  a 
proviso  for  redemption  thereof,  on  payment  by  the 
Respondent  James  Price,  his  heirs,  executors  or  ad- 
ministrators, unto  the  said  Walter  Wilkins,  his  heirs 
and  assigns,  of  the  said  sum  of  700/.,  with  interest, 
in  manner  therein  expressed. 

The  bill  then  stated  that  the  debt  of  700/.  was 
not  paid  by  the  Respondent  James  Price  to  Walter 
Wilkins  on  the  days  appointed  for  the  payment 
thereof,  and  that  in  the  year  1818,  the  mortgage 
being  still  unsatisfied,  and  the  Respondent  James 
Price  having  occasion  to  borrow  the  sum  of  1,500/., 
as  well  for  the  purpose  of  paying  off  the  said  mort- 
gage as  for  other  purposes,  he  applied  to  the  Re- 
spondent William  Augustus  Gott,  and  requested 
him  to  lend  and  advance  to  him,  the  Respondent 
James  Price,  the  sum  of  1,500/. ;  and  for  securing 
therepayment  thereof  with  interest,  the  Respondent 
James  Price  proposed  and  agreed  that  the  said 
messuage,  lands,  and  premises  should  be  conveyed 
to  the  Respondent  William  Augustus  Gott,  in 
trust,  and  with  a  power  to  sell  the  same  or  any 
part  thereof,  and  out  of  the  purchase  monies  to 
arise  by  such  sale,  to  reimburse  himself  the  said 
sum  of  1,500/.,  and  all  interest  due  thereon  ;  that 
the  Respondent  William  Augustus  Gott  consented 
to  lend  and  advance  to  the  Respondent  James 
Price  the  said  sum  of  1,500/.,  upon  having  such 
conveyance  as  aforesaid  made  to  him  of  the  said 
messuages,  lands,  and  premises,  for  securing  the 
repayment  thereof  with  interest . 

The  bill  then  stated,  that  the  Respondent  James 
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Price  caused  to  be  prepared  indentures  of  lease  and       1 831 . 
release,  bearing  date  respectively  the  31st  day  of 
July,  and  the  1st  day  of  August,  1818;  and  that  » 

by  the  release,  which  was  made  or  purported  to  be 
made  between  the  Appellant  Thomas  James  of 
the  first  part,  the  said  Walter  Wilkins  of  the 
second  part,  the  Respondent  James  Price  of  the 
third  part,  and  the  Respondent  William  Augustus 
Gott  of  the  fourth  part ;  it  was  witnessed  that,  in 
consideration  of  the  sum  of  700/.  to  the  said  Walter 
Wilkins  paid  by  the  Respondent  William  Augustus 
Gott,  at  the  request  and  by  the  direction  of  the 
Respondent  James  Price,  and  also  in  consideration 
of  the  further  sum  of  800/.  to  the  Respondent 
James  Price  paid  by  the  Respondent  William 
Augustus  Gott,  the  Appellant  Thomas  James  and 
the  said  Walter  Wilkins  did  grant,  bargain,  sell,  and 
release,  and  the  Respondent  James  Price  did  grant, 
release,  and  confirm  to  the  Respondent  William 
Augustus  Gott,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  all  the  said 
messuage,  lands,  and  premises,  to  hold  the  same 
to  and  to  the  use  of  the  Respondent  William 
Augustus  Gott,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  upon  trust, 
to  sell  or  dispose  of  all  or  any  part  of  the  said 
messuage,  lands,  and  premises,  and  out  of  the 
purchase  monies  of  the  said  premises,  in  the  first 
place,  reimburse  himself  the  said  sum  of  1,500/., 
with  such  interest  as  therein  mentioned,  together 
with  all  costs,  charges,  and  expences  incident  to 
the  said  trusts,  and  then  to  pay  the  residue  of  the 
said  purchase  monies  to  the  Respondent  James 
Price,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  or  unto  such  other 
persons  as  he  or  they  should  direct  or  appoint. 

The  bill  then  stated,  that  the  Respondent  James 
Price    executed  the    indenture  of  release,    and 
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18S1.  the  Respondent  William  Augustus  Gott  there- 
upon, and  by  the  direction  of  the  Respondent 
v.^  James  Price,  paid  the  said  sum  of  700/.  (being 
the  amount  of  the  principal  money  then  due  on 
the  aforesaid  mortgage,  all  interest  thereon  having 
been  paid  up  to  the  date  of  the  said  last  stated 
indenture)  to  the  said  Walter  Wilkins,  who  there- 
upon also  duly  executed  the  said  last  stated  in- 
denture of  release,  and  signed  a  receipt  for  the 
said  sum  of  700/.  on  the  back  thereof;  and  that  the 
said  Walter  Wilkins,  by  the  desire  of  the  Re- 
spondent  James  Price,  delivered  all  the  title  deeds 
relating  to  the  said  estate  and  premises  into  the 
possession  of  the  Respondent  William  Augustus 
Gott ;  and  the  last  named  Respondent,  by  the  di- 
rection of  the  Respondent  James  Price,  paid  the 
further  sum  of  400/.,  or  thereabouts,  in  satisfaction 
or  part  satisfaction  of  two  several  judgments  ob- 
tained against  the  last  named  Respondent,  at  the 
respective  suits  of  Thomas  Powell  and  Walter 
Price ;  that  the  said  two  several  judgments  were 
obtained  and  entered  up  against  the  Respondent 
James  Price  by  the  Appellant  Thomas  James, 
who  was  a  partner  with  the  other  Appellant  in 
carrying  on  the  business  of  attornies,  and  who 
were  then  employed  as  the  attornies  of  Thomas 
Powell  and  Walter  Price  in  obtaining  and  entering 
up  the  two  several  judgments  against  the  last  named 
Respondent. 

The  bill  then  stated,  that  the  Respondents  had 
caused  the  indentures  of  the  31st  of  July,  and  1st  of 
August,  1818,  to  be  tendered  to  the  Appellant 
Thomas  James,  and  requested  him  to  execute  the 
same,  but  that  he  had  refused  so  to  do,  alleging 
that  the  Appellant  James  Spencer  had  informed 
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him  and  given  him  notice  that  the  Respondent  18S1. 
James  Price  purchased  the  said  premises,  in  trust 
for  the  Respondent  James  Price  and  the  Appellant 
James  Spencer,  and  that  it  was  agreed  between 
them  that  the  Appellant  Thomas  James  should  be 
a  trustee  of  the  said  premises  for  the  last  named 
Respondent  and  the  other  Appellant. 

The  original  and  amended  bill  then  charged 
that  the  Respondent  James  Price  was  a  bond  fide 
purchaser  of  the  said  premises  for  the  said  sum  of 
2,000/.  and  that  the  whole  of  such  sum  was  paid 
by  him  out  of  his  own  proper  monies,  and  no  part 
thereof  was  paid  by  the  Appellant  James  Spencer ; 
that  the  Appellant  James  Spencer  never  disturbed 
or  intermeddled  with  the  Respondent  James  Price 
in  such  possession  and  enjoyment  of  the  said 
premises,  and  that  the  said  Appellants  well  knew 
or  had  notice  of  the  aforesaid  mortgage  and  judg- 
ments, and  of  the  aforesaid  payments  by  the  Re- 
spondent William  Augustus  Gott,  and  of  the 
matters  relating  thereto,  and  that  he  did  not  object 
to  such  payments,  or  give  the  Respondents,  or 
either  of  them,  notice  that  he  had  any  right  or 
interest  in  the  said  premises  before  the  same  were 
made ;  that  the  Appellant  James  Spencer  alleged 
that  the  Respondent  James  Price  had  settled  and 
signed  some  account  in  writing  between  them,  by 
virtue  whereof  he,  the  last  named  Appellant,  claimed 
some  right  in  the  said  estate  and  premises,  but  the 
Respondents  charged  that  if  any  such  account 
was  signed  by  the  Respondent  James  Price,-  such 
signature  was  unjustly  and  fraudulently  obtained 
from  him  without  an/  consideration,  and  that  the 
8ame  was  therefore  void ;  that  if  the  said  James 
Spencer  had  any  such  right  or  interest  in  the  said 
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18S1.  premises  under  any  deed  or  instrument,  or  other- 
wise, the  same  had  been  obtained  by  him  fraudu* 
lently  and  without  any  consideration. 

The  bill  then  prayed  "  that  if  it  should  ap- 
pear to  the  Court  that  the  Appellant  James 
Spencer  had  no  right  or  interest  in  the  said  estate 
**  and  premises,  that  the  Appellant  Thomas  James 
"  might  be  compelled,  as  the  trustee  under  the  said 
"  indentures  of  lease  and  release  of  the  1st  and 
"  2nd  days  of  February,  1814,  and  in  pursuance  of 
"  the  terms  thereof,  to  release  and  convey  all  his  the 
"  last  named  Appellant's  estate  and  interest  in  the 
**  said  messuage,  lands,  and  premises,  as  such 
"  trustee,  to  the  Appellant  William  Augustus 
"  Gott,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  upon  the  trusts  of 
"  the  said  indenture  of  release  of  the  1st  day  of 
"August,  1818;  and  for  that  purpose,  that  the 
said  Appellant  Thomas  James  might  be  com- 
pelled forthwith  to  execute  the  said  indentures 
of  lease  and  release  of  the  31st  day  of  July, 
"  and  the  1st  day  of  August,  1818,  so  prepared 
"  and  executed  as  aforesaid  by  the  Respondent 
"  James  Price  and  the  said  Walter  Wilkins  as 
<<  aforesaid ;  and  that  the  Appellants  might  be 
"  decreed  to  pay  the  Respondents  all  the  costs  of 
<'  the  said  suit ;  but  if  it  should  appear  to  the  said 
"  Court  that  the  Appellant  James  Spencer  had 
*^  some  right  or  interest  in  the  said  estate  and 
"  premises,  then  that  such  right  and  interest  of 
"  the  last  named  Appellant  might  be  ascertained, 
<*  and  that  the  Appellant  Thomas  James  might  be 
**  compelled  to  release  and  convey  all  the  estate 
**  and  interest  which  was  vested  in  him  in  trust 
"  for   the  Respondent  James  Price   in   the   said 
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"  premises,  to  such  person  or  persons  as  the  said        1831. 
"  last  named  Respondent  should  appoint. " 

The  Appellant  Thomas  James,  by  his   answer 
filed  to  the  original  bill,  admitted  the  indentures 
of  lease  and  release  of  the  1st   and  2d   days   of 
February,  1814,  and  that  by  virtue  thereof  he  be- 
came legally  seised  of  the  fee  simple  of  the  said 
messuage,  lands,  and  premises,  in  trust  for  the  Re- 
spondent James  Price,  his  heirs  and  assigns;  but  he 
said,  "  he  had  been  informed   by  the  Appellant 
James   Spencer,   that    the    Respondent   James 
Price  purchased  the  said  premises  in  trust  for 
"  and   upon  the  account  of  the  last  named  Re- 
"  spondent  and  Appellant ;  and  that  the  Appel- 
"  lant  James  Spencer  had  given  notice  to  him,  the 
"  Appellant  Thomas  James,  that  it  was  agreed  by 
"  and  between  the  Respondent  James  Price  and 
the  Appellant  James  Spencer,  that  he  the  Ap- 
pellant Thomas  James  should  be  a  trustee  of  the 
*  said  premises  for  the  Respondent  James  Price 
and  the  Appellant  James  Spencer,  and  that  the 
last  named  Appellant  had  given  notice  to  him 
the  Appellant  Thomas  James  not  to  execute  any 
"  conveyance  of  the  legal  estate  in  the  said  pre- 
"  mises  without  the  consent  of  him,  the  Appellant 
"  James  Spencer ;  nevertheless  he  admitted  that 
"  the    Respondent  James   Price   did    enter    into 
possession  of  the  said  messuage,  lands,  and  pre- 
mises, and  into   the  receipt  of  the  rents  and 
profits   thereof ;  *'   he   admitted   that  the    said 
indentures  of  lease  and  release  of  the  31st  day  of 
July,  and  the  1st  day  of  August,  had  been  tendered 
to  him  for  his  execution,  and  in  consequence  of 
the  aforesaid  notice  given  to  him  by  the  Appellant 
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18S1.       James  Spencer  he  had  refused,  and  still  refused,  to 
execute  the  same. 

The  Appellant  James  Spencer^  by  his  answer  to 
the  original  and  first  amended  bill,  filed  on  the 
8th  of  September,  1819,  said,  "that  previously  to 
"  and  in  the  year  1811  he  the  Appellant  James 
**  Spencer  was  an  incumbrancer  to  the  amount  of 
"  6,696/.  19s.  lOd.  or  thereabouts,  on  a  valuable 
"  freehold  estate  called  Gwernfydden,  and  other 
"  estates  situate  in  the  parishes  of  Clirow,  Brynham 
"  and  Glascombe,  in  the  county  of  Radnor,  whicli 
"  estate,  subject  to  that  and  various  other  incum- 
"  brances,  was  the  absolute  property  in  fee  simple 
"  of  Walter  Price  of  Clirow  aforesaid,  gentleman, 
"  or  was  so  claimed  by  him  to  be,  and  that  Tie,  the 
"  said  Walter  Price,  and  other  persons  claiming 
**  interest  in  that  estate,  had  previously  to  Novem- 
"  ber,  1811,  executed  a  conveyance  of  the  said 
"  estate  to  a  trustee  for  sale,  and  he,  the  said 
"  Walter  Price,  became  and  was  entitled  to  a  con- 
"  siderable  part  of  the  clear  purchase  monies  which 
*<  should  arise  from  such  sale,  and  that  afterwards, 
"  but  before  any  sale  had  been  had,  the  Appellant 
"  James  Spencer  became,  and  was  desirous,  with 
"  the  privity  and  knowledge  of  the  Respondent 
"  James  Price,  to  purchase  the  interest  and  share 
"  of  the  said  Walter  Price  in  the  said  estate,  and 
"  in  the  purchase  monies  thence  to  arise,  and  in 
"  the  benefit  thereof;  and  that  the  Respondent 
"  James  Price  well  knowing  such  the  desire  of  the 
Appellant  James  Spencer,  and  being,  as  the 
last  named  Appellant  beHeved,  without  any 
"  money  himself)  but  thinking,  as  the  Appellf  V. 
"  Spencer  believed,  that  he  the  said  Respondent 
"  might  make  an  advantage  by  getting  such  a  con- 
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«« tract  as  next  herein-after  mentioned  in  his  own       18S1. 

"  name,  and  then  procuring  the  Appellant  James 

"  Spencer  to  advance  the  necessary  sura  of  money 

"  on  sharing  the  purchase  with  him,  he  the  said 

"  Respondent  went  to  the  said  Walter  l^rice,  and 

"  after  some  treaty  with  him,  he,  the  said  Kespon- 

**  dent  in  his  own  name  contracted  with  the  said 

"  Walter  Price  for  the  purchase  of  such  of  the 

**  said  Walter  Price's  interest,  parcel,  part  and  share 

"  as  aforesaid,  for  the  sum  of  1,683/.  which  the 

<*  said  Walter  Price  accordingly  signed  an  agree- 

"  ment  to  accept  from  the  same  Respondent ;  and 

"  that  immediately  or   almost  immediately  after 

"  the  signature  of  such  agreement,  the  same  was 

"  by  the  said  Respondent  James  Price  delivered 

"  to  the  Appellant  James  Spencer,  and   he,  the 

"  said  Respondent,  at  the  same  time  expressly  told 

<*  the  last  named  Appellant  that  he,  the  said  Re- 

"  spondent,  had  made  such  bargain  and  agreement 

"  as  aforesaid  for  him  the  Appellant  James  Spencer, 

*^  and  that  he  the  last  named  Appellant  should  give 

*^  what  he  pleased  to  him  the  said  Respondent. 

"  The  answer  then  represented  that  Spencer  ac- 

«*  cepted  such  offer,    and   added,    that   whatever 

"  benefit  should  be   derived  from   such  contract 

"  should  be  equally  divided  between  them ;  and 

"  that  it  was  thereupon  arranged  that  the  Appellant 

"  James    Spencer    should  provide    the  necessary 

"  money  for   completing  the   said   contract,   and 

"  should  wait  for  his  own  mortgage  monies  afore- 

**  said  until  the  said  estate  should  be  advantage- 

"  ously  sold,  and  that  the  Appellant  and  the  said 

"  Respondent  should  be  jointly  entitled  to  all  the 

"  profits  and  benefits  of  the  said  contract ;  and  that 

«*  shortly  afterwards,  to  wit,  in  December,  1811, 
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1831.  "  the  said  sum  of  1,683/.  was  partly  paid  and 
"  partly  secured  to  the  said  Walter  Price,  as  fol- 
"  lows :  —  that  is  to  say,  the  sum  of  67/.  part  thereof 
"  was  satisfied  to  him  by  way  of  set-off  against  a 
"  debt  of\hat  amount  which  the  said  Walter  Price 
"  then  owed  the  Respondent  James  Price,  and  the 
sum  of  816/.  further  part  thereof,  .was  satisfied 
to  the  said  Walter  Price  by  means  of  a  debt  of 
"  that  amount  due  from  him  to  the  Appellant 
"  James  Spencer,  on  account  of  interest  due  to  the 
"  last  named  Appellant,  in  respect  of  his  charges, 
"  and  for  monies  paid  by  the  said  Appellant  for 
"  interest  on  the  other  charges  affecting  the  said 
*'  estate,  and  for  money  advanced  by  the  said  Ap- 
"  pellant  James  Spencer  to  the  said  Walter  Price, 
"  and  for  fees  for  business  done  by  the  said  Ap- 
"  pellant  for  the  said  Walter  Price,  independently 
"  of  the  mortgage  charge  firstly  therein-before 
"  mentioned  ;  and  the  sum  of  800/.  residue  of  the 
"  said  sum  of  1,683/.  was  secured  to  be  paid, 
"  together  with  interest,  unto  the  said  Walter 
"  Price,  his  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns, 
•'  by  the  bond  of  the  Appellant  James  Spencer 
"  and  the  Respondent  James  Price,  which  they 
"  executed  and  delivered  to  the  said  Walter  Price 
"  for  that  purpose.'* 

The  answer  then  stated,  that,  "  by  indentures 
"  dated  the  6th  and  7th  of  December,  1811,  in 
"  pursuance  and  in  consideration  of  the  premises, 
"  the  said  interest,  part  and  share  of  the  said 
"  Walter  Price,  were  by  him  conveyed  and  assured 
'*  unto  and  to  the  use  of  the  Respondent  James 
"  Price,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  but  the  name  of  the 
"  said  Respondent  was  used  in  such  conveyances 
"  as  a  trustee  for  the  equal  and  absolute  benefit  of 
"  himself  and  the  Appellant  James  Spencer." 


JAKX8 

rucK. 


ON   APPEALS    AND    WRITS    OF   ERROR.  43.^ 

The  answer  then  stated  that,  "  the  conveyance       1831. 
"  of  1811  was  placed  and  left  in  the  hands  of  the 
"  Appellant  Spencer ;  '*    and  that  it  was  agreed  » 

between  the  several  persons  interested  in  the  said 
estates,  that  an  estate  called  Gwrynfy(fden,  and 
some  other  estates,  all  parcels  of  the  estates  afore- 
said, should  be  taken  by  and  appropriated  to  the 
Appellant  James  Spencer  and  the  Respondent 
James  Price  exclusively,  (subject,  however,  to  cer- 
tain portions  of  the  incumbrances  affecting  the 
whole  estates,)  in  satisfaction  of  such  the  parts, 
share,  and  interest  of  the  said  Walter  Price  so 
purchased  from  him  as  aforesaid;  and  that  soon 
afterwards  the  several  estates  so  taken  by  and 
appropriated  to  the  Appellant  James  Spencer  and 
the  Respondent  James  Price  were  sold  in  different 
lots  to  several  persons,  and  that  the  estate  called 
Gwrynfydden,  being  the  most  valuable  portion 
thereof^  was  sold  to  Thomas  Jones,  who  is  named 
in  the  said  bill,  at  the  price  of  6,000/. ;  and  that 
it  was  agreed  by  and  between  the  said  Thomas 
Jones  and  the  Appellant  James  Spencer  and  the 
Respondent  James  Price,  that  the  estates  and 
hereditaments  in  the  said  bill  mentioned,  of  which 
the  said  Thomas  Jones  was  then  the  absolute 
proprietor,  should  be  taken  and  accepted  by  the 
said  Appellant  and  the  last  named  Respondent 
in  satisfaction  of  and  as  for  2,000/.  part  of  the 
said  6,000/.  and  that  thereupon,  to  wit,  in  the  very 
early  part  of  the  year  1814,  the  sum  of  4,000/.  in 
part  of  the  said  6,000/.  was  duly  paid  by  the  said 
Thomas  Jones  in  money,  and  thereupon,  and  in 
consideration  thereof,  and  the  conveyances  from 
him  therein-after  mentioned,  the  said  portion  of  the 
said  Gwrynfydden  estate,  which  was  sold  to  the 
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1831.  said  Thomas  Jones  as  aforesaid,  was  by  proper  con- 
veyances and  by  proper  parties  conveyed  and 
assured  unto  or  for  the  benefit  of  the  said  Thomas 
Jones,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  accordingly. 

The  answer  then  stated,  that  the  indentures, 
which  in  the  bill  are  mentioned  to  bear  date  on 
the  1st  and  Sd  of  February,  1814,  were  made 
and  executed,  &c. ;  and  that  the  indenture  of 
release  was  executed  by  Thomas  Jones,  and  at- 
tested in  pursuance  of  the  power  in  the  said  bill 
mentioned  in  that  behalf;  and  that  under  and  by 
virtue  of  the  said  indentures  of  the  1st  and  2d 
days  of  February,  1814,  the  Appellant  Thomas 
James  became  legally  seised  of  the  fee  simple  of 
the  said  estates  and  hereditaments,  in  the  said  bill 
mentioned,  in  trust  for  the  Appellant  James 
Spencer  and  the  Respondent  James  Price  equally, 
and  their  respective  heirs  and  assigns,  and  not  in 
trust  for  the  Respondent  James  Price,  his  heirs 
and  assigns  alone,  although  the  said  last  named  Re- 
spondent's name  appears  alone,  as  it  does  in  the 
said  release  of  the  2nd  day  of  February,  1814,  the 
reason  for  which  was,  because  the  said  conveyance 
of  1811  from  the  said  Walter  Price  was  made  in 
the  name  of  the  Respondent  James  Price  only, 
and  therefore,  as  the  said  conveyance  of  February, 
1814,  was  part  of  the  consideration  for  a  portion  of 
the  said  estates  as  aforesaid,  it  was  thought  best 
thatHiis  name  should  in  that  conveyance  also  ap- 
pear alone;  but  nevertheless  the  said  Appellant 
Thomas  James  was  interposed  as  a  trustee  in  such 
conveyance,  in  order  that  the  legal  estate  being  in 
him,  and  not  in  the  Respondent  James  Price,  the 
rights  and  interests  of  the  Appellant  James  Spencer 
might  be  the  better  protected ;  and  that  under  and 


OH   APPEALS   AND   WRITS   OF   ERROR.  4d£ 

by  virtue  of  the  said  conveyance  of  1814,  and  by  1881* 
and  with  the  Appellant  James  Spencer's  consent 
and  permission,  the  Respondent  James  Price  en- 
ered  into  the  possession  of  the  said  estate  and 
hereditaments  mentioned  in  the  said  bill,  and  into 
the  receipt  of  the  rents  and  profits  thereof,  and 
hath  ever  since  continued  in  such  possession  and 
receipt,  save  as  to  some  rents  which  the  Appellant 
James  Spencer  hath  received,  but  not  on  his  own 
sole  account,  but  on  the  joint  account  and  for  the 
joint  benefit  of  himself  and  of  the  Respondent 
James  Price ;  and  he  denied  that  he  knew  or  be- 
lieved or  had  heard,  save  from  the  said  bill,  that 
the  Respondent  James  Price  had  applied  all  or 
any  part  of  such  rents  or  profits  to  his  own  use  ex- 
clusively,  or  that  he  had  cut  down  or  sold,  or 
caused  to  be  cut  down  and  sold,  any  timber  in  oi 
upon  the  said  premises,  or  any  part  thereof;  oi 
that  all  or  any  of  the  title  deeds  of  or  to  the  said 
premises  were  or  was  delivered  up  to  the  said  Re* 
spondent  James  Price  (save  when  the  Appellant 
James  Spencer  delivered  the  same  to  him  as  herein- 
after mentioned) ;  for  the  last  named  Appellant 
said,  that  as  well  the  said  indentures  of  1814,  as 
also  other  deeds  relating  to  such  premises,  which 
he  said  he  believed  were  all  the  title  deeds  thereof, 
were  at  the  time  when  the  said  transaction  with 
the  said  Thomas  Jones  was  completed,  left  in  the 
hands  of  the  Appellant  James  Spencer,  ^*  ana  he 
"  further  said,  that  in  the  year  1816,  or  late  in 
"  1815,  the  said  Walter  Price  wishing  to  have  the 
<<  said  bond  paid  off,  and  it  not  being  then  conve- 
"  nient  either  to  the  Appellant  James  Spencer  or 
''  the  Respondent  James  Price  to  do  so,  he  the 
**  last  named  Respondent  came  to  the  Appellant 
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18S1.       "James    Spencer,    and    suggested    that    Walter 
«  Wilkins,  in  the  said  bill  mentioned,  would  lend, 
^•^         **  upon  mortgage  of  the  said  estate  and  premisest 
<<  mentioned  in  the  said  bill,  a  sum  sufficient  to 
"  pay  off  the  said  Walter  Price,  and  desired  of  this 
"  Defendant  to  have  the  title  deeds  thereof  (which 
"  were  in  the  keeping  of  the  said  Appellant  as 
"  aforesaid),   for  the  purpose   of  delivering   the 
**  same  to  the  solicitor  of  the  said  Walter  Wilkins, 
in  order  to  the  preparation  of  such  mortgage  j 
and  the  Appellant  James  Spencer  did  thereupon 
"  consent  to  deliver,  and  did  deliver  such  title 
"  deeds  to  the  Respondent  James  Price  for  that 
"  purpose  ;  and  that  shortly  afterwards   the  said 
••  Walter  Wilkins  called  on  the  Appellant  James 
"  Spencer,   and  informed   him   that  he   the  said 
"  Walter  Wilkins  was  willing  to  lend  money  on 
"  the  security  of  the  said  estates  and  premises  in 
"  the  said  bill  mentioned,  or  to  that  effect ;  upon 
"  which  the  Appellant  James  Spencer  told  him 
**  the  purpose  for  which  the  money  was  wanted, 
**  and  said  that  it  must  pass  through  the  last  named 
"  Appellant's   hands,  to  which   the   said  Walter 
"  Wilkins    assented,   and    that    hearing    nothing 
V  further  on   the  subject  from  the   said   Walter 
**  Wilkins,  he  at  last  conceived  that  the  Idea  of 
such  loan  and  mortgage  as  last  mentioned  had 
bqen  abandoned ;    nevertheless  he   had  lately 
"  heard  and  believed  it  to  be  true  (though  of  his 
**  own  knowledge  he  knew  not  the  same),  that  the 
'<  Respondent  James   Price  having   occasion  for 
"  700/.  applied  to  the  said  Walter  Wilkins,  and 
<<  requested  him  to  lend  and  advance  such  a  sum 
"  to  the  same  Respondent  upon  the  security  of 
"  the  said  estates  and  hereditaments  in  the  said  bill 
<<  mentioned,  and  that  the  said  Walter  Wilkins 
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«<  agreed  to  comply  with  such  request,  and  accord-       1831. 

'*  ingly  lent  and    advanced   to  the  last    named 

"  Respondent  700/. ;    and   that  thereupon   such 

*'  indentures  of  lease  and  release  as  in  the  said  bill 

"  stated  to  bear  date  respectively  the  27th  and 

•*  28th  days  of  February,  1817,  were  made  and 

**  executed  by  the  said  Respondent  James  Price,  and 

**  that  the  same  were  of  those  dates  respectively, 

"  and  made  between  the  parties,  and  of  or  to  the 

"  purport  or  effect  in  the  said  bill  mentioned  in 

'<  that  behalf,  and  that  the  loan  and  advance  so 

"  made  by  the  said  Walter  Wilkins,  if  made  at  all, 

**  and  the  said  mortgage  to  him,  if  made  at  all, 

"  were  so  made  without  the  consent  or  knowledge 

"  of  the  Appellant  James  Spencer." 

He  then  admitted,  as  to  information  and  belief, 
the  transaction  of  mortgage  between  the  Re- 
spondents Price  and  Gott,  and  the  tranter  by 
Wilkins  of  his  security  to  Gott;  but  denied  all 
knowledge  or  belief  as  to  the  4O0L  paid  in  satis- 
faction of  the  judgments.  He  also  particularly  said, 
that  he  gave  notice  as  aforesaid  to  the  Appellant 
Thomas  James  not  to  execute  any  conveyance  of 
the  legal  estate  in  such  premises  without  his,  the 
Appellant  James  Spencer's  consent,  and  that  the 
Respondent  James  Price,  in  conjunction  with  the  . 
Appellant  James  Spencer,  and  on  the  joint  account 
of  the  last  named  Appellant  and  himself^  and  not 
otherwise,  was  a  bondjide  purchaser,  in  the  manner 
and  for  the  consideration  therein-before  particularly 
mentioned,  of  the  said  estate  and  premises  in  the 
said  bill  mentioned ;  but  that  the  sum  of  2,000/1  in 
the  said  bill,  and  in  the  said  indenture  of  release  of 
1814  mentioned,  was  not,  nor  was  any  part  there- 
of in  fact  actually  paid,  save  only  that  such  estates 
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1831.  and  premises  were  taken  and  accepted  at  that 
value,  in  payment  pro  tanto  of  the  6,000/1  therein- 
^_  before  mentioned  in  manner  aforesaid,  but  that  the 
said  estate  in  the  said  bill  mentioned  having  been 
clearly  given  and  taken  as  in  lieu  of  money,  to 
which  the  Appellant  James  Spencer  and  the  said 
James  Price  were  equally  entitled  as  aforesaid,  it 
was  clearly  and  without  the  smallest  doubt  under- 
stood by  the  said  Respondent  James  Price  and  the 
Appellant  James  Spencer  that  such  estate  was  of 
course  to  be  their  joint  property,  and  it  was  thought 
best  by  the  last  named  Appellant  that  the  said  con- 
veyance from  the  said  Thomas  Jones  should  be 
made  in  the  form  and  manner  in  which  it  was 
made  for  the  reasons  therein-before  stated.  He]said 
that  he  had  never  disturbed  or  interfered  with  the 
Respondent  James  Price  in  such  possession  and 
enjoypaent  as  in  the  said  bill  mentioned  in  that  be- 
half, because  he  thought  it  would  be  most  for  the 
benefit  of  himself  and  of  the  last  named  Respond- 
ent that  the  last  named  Respondent  should  manage 
and  conduct  the  estate  and  premises  in  the  said  bill 
mentioned  himself,  on  their  joint  account,  he,  the 
said  Appellant  being  a  solicitor,  and  much  engaged 
in  his  professional  avocations ;  and  he  said,  that  he 
never  had  notice  of  the  said  mortgage  to  the  said 
Walter  Wilkins,  save  only  as  aforesaid,  until  after 
die  same  was  made,  if  the  same  was  made,  and 
that  he  had  no  knowledge  or  notice  of  either  of 
the  judgments  in  the  said  bill  mentioned,  until 
after  the  same  respectively  had  been  entered  up 
and  completed,  if  the  same  or  either  of  them 
did  exist,  save  that  he  had  received  inform- 
ation that  a  judgment  was  in  the  course  of  being 
obtained  by  the  said  Walter  Price  against  the  Re- 
spondent James  Prioe  upon  the  said  bond,  before, 
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as  he  believed,  any  such  was  obtained;  and  that  1831. 
he  had  no  knowledge  or  notice  of  or  respecting 
any  payment  or  payments  in  the  said  bill  men- 
tioned made  by  the  Respondent  William  Augustus 
Gott,  or  of  any  matter  or  matters  relating  thereto, 
until  after  such  payments  had  been  made,  if  the 
same  had  been  made ;  and  he  therefore  admitted, 
that  he  never  so  objected  or  gave  any  such  notice 
of  his  right  or  interest,  as  in  the  said  bill  mentioned 
in  that  behalf,  before  such  payments  were  made, 
he  being  then  wholly  ignorant  as  to  the  intention 
of  making  any  such  payments;  but  in  fact  he 
verily  believed  that  the  Respondent  William 
Augustus  Gott  was  well  aware  before  he  made 
any  such  payments,  of  his,  the  Appellant  James 
Spencer's  right,  title,  claim  and  interest  aforesaid. 

He  further  said,  that  he  and  the  Respondent 
James  Price  made  a  very  considerable  profit  by 
means  of  the  aforesaid  joint  purchase  and  joint 
concern,  and  that  he,  the  said  Appellant  had,  at  dif- 
ferent times,  made  various  disbursements  for  and 
respecting  and  on  account  of  the  aforesaid  joint 
purchase  and  joint  concern  of  the  Appellant  James 
Spencer  and  the  Respondent  James  Price,  and  in  re- 
lation thereto ;  and  that  he  had  also  been  employed 
in  his  business  as  a  solicitor  on  the  same  joint  ac- 
count in  and  about  and  respecting  the  same  matters, 
and  thereby  certain  law  charges  had  become  fairly 
and  properly  due  to  him  from  such  joint  concern  ; 
and  that  he,  the  said  Appellant,  and  the  Respondent 
James  Price  respectively,  had  also  at  different  times 
received  various  sums  of  money  on  account,  and 
in  the  course  of  the  same  joint  concern  and  matters, 
and  by  these  means  a  debtor  and  creditor  account 
had  for  a  considerable  time  subsisted,  and  then 
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1881.  subsisted,  between  the  last  named  Respondent  and 
the  said  Appellant,  touching  and  relating  to  the 
same  joint  purchase  and  joint  concern,  and  the 
profit  thence  arising;  and  that  shortly  after  the 
execution  of  the  said  conveyances  of  1814,  to  wit, 
on  the  10th  day  of  May  in  that  year,  an  account 
in  writing  was  settled  between  him  and  the  Re- 
spondent  James  Price,  and  signed  by  the  Re- 
spondent James  Price,  of  and  touching  their  joint 
purchase  and  concern  and  transactions  aforesaid^ 
and  the  resales  and  profits  thereupon,  in  which 
account  there  was  stated  and  contained,  as  having 
been  received  from  the  said  Thomas  Jones,  the  full 
sum  of  6,000/.,  so  that  the  said  estate  and  heredita- 
ments  in  the  said  bill  mentioned  received  and  taken 
from  the  said  Thomas  Jones,  in  lieu  of  S,000/.  as 
aforesaid,  were  in  such  account  stated  and  con- 
sidered as  S,000/.  in  money ;  and  that  upon  the 
balance  of  such  account  there  then  appeared,  and 
was  admitted  by  the  Respondent  James  Price,  to 
be  a  balance  of  1,433/.  16^.  Id.j  coming  to  and  in 
favour  of  the  said  Appellant  James  Spencer,  and 
due  and  owing  to  him  from  the  Respondent  James 
Price,  and  so  the  fact  was ;  but  that  for  the  rea- 
son aforesaid  such  balance  included  the  moiety  of 
the  said  estate  and  premises  in  the  said  bill  men- 
tioned,, the  entirety  of  which  estate  and  premises 
was,  as  aforesaid,  valued  at  and  treated  as  2,000/., 
and  that  most,  if  not  all,  of  the  accounts  between 
the  Appellant  James  Spencer  and  the  Respondent 
James  Price,  relating  to  the  matters  aforesaid,  were 
settled  and  stated  on  the  same  principle. 

He  then  said  that  no  part  of  the  balance  of 
1,433/.  16^.  I  d.  had  ever  been  satisfied  to  him,  and 
he  claimed  to  be  entitled  to  a  moiety  of  the  said 
estate  and  hereditaments  in  the  said  bill  mentioned, 
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such  moiety  being  in  fact  that  which  was  meant  18S1. 
and  intended  by  the  sum  of  1,000/,  part  of  the 
said  sum  of  1,433/.  16^.  Id.,  and  that  of  which  the 
said  1,000/.  consisted ;  and  he  also  claimed  to  be 
entitled  to  receive  payment  from  the  Respondent 
James  Price,  of  the  sum  of  433/.  16^.  Id.^  residue 
of  the  said  sum  of  1,433/.  165.  Id,  and  claimed  to 
have  a  lien  for  the  same,  under  the  circumstances 
aforesaid,  on  the  other  moiety  of  the  said  estates 
and  hereditaments  in  the  said  bill  mentioned ;  and 
he  also  claimed  to  be  entitled  to  full  satisfaction 
from  the  Respondent  James  Price,  for  and  in  re- 
spect of  his  moiety  of  the  clear  rents  and  profits 
of  the  same  estate  and  hereditaments,  which  had 
been  received  by  the  Respondent  James  Price 
since  the  said  2nd  day  of  February,  1814 ;  and 
he  also  claimed  to  be  entitled  to  interest  on  the 
said  433/.  16^.  Id.  (being  such  residue  as  aforesaid) 
from  the  said  10th  day  of  May,  1814,  and  to  have 
such  lien  as  aforesaid  for  such  his  share  of  rents  and 
profits,  and  for  such  interest.' 

^*  He  said,  that  in  the  account  settled  and  signed 
**  as  aforesaid,  the  Respondent  James  Price  was 
**  credited  as  having  paid  offthe  said  bond,  because 
•*  it  was  arranged  and  agreed  between  him  and  the 
*'  Respondent  James  Price  that  the  said  Respondent 
**  James  Price  should  do  so,  and  therefore  such  ac- 
"  count  was  drawn  out  and  settled  on  the  principle 
"  of  considering  him  to  have  done  so ;  nevertheless 
«*  the  Appellant  James  Spencer  said  he  had  under- 
"  stood  and  believed  that  the  Respondent  James 
"  Price  left  the  said  bond  unpaid  for  a  considerable 
"  time  afterwards,  and  that  there  was  then  the  sum 
**  of  200/.  or  thereabouts  due  and  unpaid  thereon, 
<<  and  he  therefore  claimed  to  be  entitled  to  a  fuU 
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18S1.       **  indemnity  against  the  said  bond  in  addition  to 
"  his  other  claims/' 

He  admitted  the  delivery  of  the  title  deeds  by 
Walter  Wilkins  to  the  Respondent  Gott,  and  that 
they  were  at  the  filing  of  the  bill,  and  then,  in  the 
possession  of  the  last  named  Respondent ;  he  denied 
that  any  such  deed  or  instrument  right  or  interest 
as  in  the  said  bill  mentioned  had  been  obtained  by 
him  fraudulently  or  without  consideration,  and  he 
submitted  and  insisted  that  he  gave  and  paid  in 
manner  aforesaid  a  full  and  valuable  consideration 
for,  and  that  he  was  a  fair  purchaser  of  what  he 
claimed  as  aforesaid,  and  that  the  Respondents 
were  not  entitled  to  any  such  relief  as  sought  by 
the  said  bill,  without  first  providing  for  and 
making  a  due  and  full  satisfaction  for  his  claim, 
right  and  interest 

On  the  4th  of  April,  1820,  the  Appellant  James 
Spencer  filed    his    answer  to  the    Resplondents' 
further  amended  bill,   and  thereby  said,  "that, 
"  shortly  afler  the  Respondent  James  Price  had 
"  delivered  to  him,  the  Appellant  James  Spencer, 
"  in  the  manner  in  his  said  former  answer  men- 
"  tioned,   the    purchase   agreement  therein  men- 
"  tioned,  and  which  in  the  said  amended  bill  was 
"  mentioned   as  bearing   date    the  25th   day  of 
"  October,  1811,  and  which  was  signed  by  Walter 
"  Price,  in  his  said  former  answer  and  in  the  said 
"  amended    bill .  named,   and   afler  it  had  been 
"  agreed   between  the  Appellant  James  Spencer 
"  and  the  Respondent  James  Price,  as  in  his  said 
"  former  answer  mentioned,  that  they  should  be 
**  jointly  entitled  to  all  the  profits  and  benefit  of 
**  that  contract,  and  at  the  time  of  completing,  as 
"  in  his  said  former  answer  mentioned,  the  purchase 
"  by  such  contract  agreed  to  be  made  from  the 
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*«  the  said  Walter  Price  (but  when  more  particu-  1831. 
**  larly  he  did  not  recollect  and  could  not  state,  as 
"  to  belief  or  othei-wise),  the  said  Walter  Price  ex- 
**  pressed  a  great  desire  that  the  debt  of  816L  in 
^*  his  said  former  answer  mentioned  to  be  due  to 
"  him  from  the  said  Walter  Price  as  therein  men- 
**  tioned,  should  be  discharged  out  of  the  purchase 
''  money  of  l,683/«  in  the  said  former  answer  men- 
**  tioned ;  and  as  the  Respondent  James  Price  was 
**  the  apparent  purchaser  from  the  said  Walter 
**  Price,  he  the  said  James  Price  proposed  to  the 
**  last  named  Appellant,  that  in  order  to  satisfy  the 
"  said  Walter  Price  in  that  respect,  a  promissory 
**  note  for  such  amount  of  816/.  should  be  given 
"  by  the  Respondent  James  Price  to  the  Appel- 
^'  lant  James  Spencer,  as  for  and  in  satisfaction  of 
"  such  debt  of  816/. ;  that  the  said  Walter  Price 
**  on  being  informed  of  such  proposal  acquiesced 
**  therein,  and  accordingly,  in  pursuance  of  such 
**  proposal,  and  at  the  time  of  completing  the  said 
"  purchase,  to  wit,  on  the  7th  day  of  December, 
**  1811,  a  promissory  note  for  the  said  amount  of 
**  816/.,  being  such  debt  as  aforesaid,  bearing  the 
"  date  of  the  7th  day  of  December,  1811,  was  in 
"  the  presence  of  the  said  Walter  Price,  and  of 
«*  Thomas  Ryder,  then  a  clerk  to  the  Appellant 
James  Spencer  (and  of  no  other  persons  save 
the  Appellant  James  Spencer  and  the  Respond- 
ent James  Price,  according  to  the  best  of  his 
recollection,  information  and  belief),'signed  by 
"  the  Respondent  James  Price,  and  delivered  by 
**  him  to  the  Appellant  James  Spencer,  with  the 
view  of  satisfying  the  said  Walter  Price  as  to  the 
payment  and  discharge  of  his  said  debt,  and 
"  with  no  other  view  j  but  it  was  understood  and 
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18S1.  "  agreed  between  the  Appellant  James  Spencer 
"  and  the  Respondent  James  Price,  that  the  sum 
~  «  of  816/.,  being  the  amount  due  to  the  last  named 
"  Appellant,  from  which  the  said  Walter  Price 
<<  was  to  be  considered  as  discharged,  should  be 
**  deemed  and  accounted  to  have  been  advanced 
**  by  the  Appellant  James  Spencer,  on  account  and 
^*  in  respect  of  his  share  of  the  said  purchase 
<*  money  of  1,683/. ;  that  the  said  promissory  note 
**  had  ever  since  remained  and  then  was  in  the 
custody  of  him  the  said  Appellant  James 
Spencer ;  and  he  the  said  last  named  Appellant, 
**  for  the  reasons  aforesaid,  had  never  received  or 
<<  demanded  any  sum  or  payment  in  respect  or  on 
**  account  thereof^  so  that  the  same  had  never 
**  been  paid  off,  and  the  same  had  never  been  re- 
"  turned  to  the  Respondent  James  Price." 

He  further  said,  that  in  stating  and  settling  the 
accounts  between  him  and  the  Respondent  James 
Price,  touching  the  matters  in  his  former  answer 
mentioned,  the  said  sum  of  816/.  was  stated  generally 
as  so  much  money  paid,  by  reference  or  allusion  to 
the  said  promissory  note,  which,  when  such  ac- 
counts were  stated  and  settled  respectively,  was, 
as  he  verily  believed,  not  mentioned  or  thought  of 
by  him  or  by  the  Respondent  James  Price  ;  that, 
save  only  as  aforesaid,  the  Respondent  James 
Price  never  did,  in  pursuance  of  such  agreement 
as  in  the  said  amended  bill  mentioned,  or  other- 
wise, at  any  time,  by  any  promissory  note  or  other- 
wise, pay  to  the  Appellant  James  Spencer  such 
sum  as  in  the  said  amended  bill  in  that  behalf 
mentioned,  or  any  sum  either  as  part  of  such  con- 
sideration as  in  the  amended  bill  is  mentioned,  or 
otherwise,  and  that,  save  as  aforesaid,  such  note  as 
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in  the  amended  bill  is  mentioned,  or  any  note,  was  1881. 
not  received  by  the  Appellant  James  Spencer  in 
satisfaction  of  such  debt  as  in  the  said  amended 
bill  is  mentioned,  or  otherwise,  and  had  not  been 
paid  off,  and  had  not  been  and  was  not  in  the  pos-  ^ 
session  or  power  of  the  Appellant  James  Spencer, 
or,  to  his  knowledge,  information  or  belief)  of  any 
other  person  or  persons ;  that,  since  the  month  of 
February,  1814  (but  at  what  time  or  times  more 
particularly  he  did  not  recollect,  and  was  unable 
to  state,  as  to  belief  or  otherwise),  he  had  very  fre- 
quently and  at  many  various  times  and  periods 
applied  by  himself,,  and  verbally  (but,  according  to 
the  best  of  his  recollection,  information,  and  belief, 
not  otherwise),  to  the  Respondent  James  Price  for 
an  account  of  the  rents  and  profits  received  by 
him,  as  in  the  said  amended  bill  in  that  behalf 
mentioned,  and  for  his  part  and  share,  to  wit,  a 
moiety  thereof,  and  he  did  actually  in  the  Spring 
of  1815  receive  71'-  on  account  and  as  part  of  his 
moiety  of  such  rents  and  profits. 

He  further  said,  that  the  Respondent  James 
Price  never  did  deliver  the  deeds  in  the  said  bill 
mentioned,  or  any  of  them,  to  him  for  such  purposes 
as  in  the  said  amended  bill  in  that  behalf  mentioned, 
inasmuch  as  the  same  were  originally,  upon  and 
from  the  completion  of  the  purchase  in  1814,  in 
his  said  former  answer  mentioned,  lefl  with  him  as 
part-owner,  as  in  such  former  answer  stated ;  that 
he  was  not  at  the  time  in  the  said  amended  bill 
in  that  behalf  mentioned,  and  had  not  been  for  many 
or  any  years  previous  thereto,  the  Respondent 
James  Price's  solicitor,  save  only  that  in  conse- 
quence of  the  connection  created  between  him 
and  the  Respondent  James  Price  by  means  of 
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1881.  their  said  joint  purchase,  he  acting  as  the  solicitor 
for  and  in  their  said  joint  adventure  or  concern, 
and  occasionally  might  have  done  and  did  do  some 
trifling  matters  of  law  business  for  the  Respondent 
James  Price,  but  he  never  considered  himself  as 
his  solicitor,  nor,  as  he  verily  believed,  was  he 
considered  as  such  by  the  Respondent  James 
Price ;  that  although  the  said  deeds  never  were  and 
could  not  have  been  redelivered  to  the  Respond- 
ent James  Price,  yet  they  were  in  the  year  1816, 
or  late  in  the  year  1815,  delivered  to  him  by  the 
Appellant  James  Spencer  under  the  circumstances 
and  for  the  purpose  in  his  said  former  answer 
stated  in  that  behalf,  and  further  or  more  particu- 
larly or  otherwise  than  as  aforesaid  he  could  not 
set  foith,  as  to  recollection,  belief  or  otherwise,  the 
circumstances,  purpose  or  time,  under,  for  or  at 
which  the  delivery  of  deeds  to  the  said  Respond- 
ent James  Price  which  is  in  the  said  bill  mentioned 
or  referred  to,  and  therein  falsely  termed  a  re- 
delivery, took  place ;  that  the  said  deeds  were  not 
delivered  by  the  said  Respondent  James  Price  to 
Walter  Wilkins,  or  otherwise,  with  the  privity  or 
knowledge  of  the  Appellant  James  Spencer,  he 
the  said  last-named  Appellant  having  for  some 
time  after  the  mortgage  made  to  the  said  Walter 
Wilkins,  which  in  his  former  answer  was  men- 
tioned, conceived  that  all  idea  of  such  mortgage 
had  been  given  up  and  abandoned,  and  that  no 
such  mortgage  had  taken  or  would  take  place. 

He  further  said,  "  that  he  had  heard  and  be- 
"  lieved,  but  did  not  know  the  same,  that  the  two 
<<  judgments  in  the  said  amended  bill  mentioned 
"  were  obtained  and  entered  up  by  the  Appellant 
<*  Thomas  James  in  such  bill  named }  but  that 
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"though  it  was  true  (as  he  admitted)  that  the  1881. 
«*  Appellant  Thomas  James  was  then  and  at  the 
*'  fiHng  of  the  said  bill,  and  still  was,  a  partner  with 
"  the  Appellant  James  Spencer  in  carrying  on  the 
"  business  of  attornies,  and  that  the  Appellant 
•*  Thomas  James  was  employed  as  the  attorney  or 
"  solicitor  of  the  said  Walter  Price  and  Thomas 
'*  Powell  in  the  said  bill  named  respectively,  in 
"  obtaining  and  entering  up  the  said  judgments 
"  against  the  Respondent  James  Price,  yet  the 
*<  Appellant  Thomas  James  then  conducted  and 
"  still  conducted  the  greater  part  of  the  common 
"  law  business  of  the  said  copartnership  between 
**  him  the  Appellant  James  Spencer  and  the  said 
"  Thomas  James  by  himself  alone,  without  any 
"  communication  with  this  Appellant  James  Spen- 
**  cer,  who  seldom  knew  or  heard  any  thing  of  that 
part  of  their  concern ;  that  save  only  as  afore- 
said, the  said  Appellant  was  never  employed  in 
or  about,  and  had  nothing  to  do  with  obtaining 
or  entering  up  the  judgments,  or  either  of  them," 
He  further  said,  that  the  signature  of  the  Re- 
spondent James  Price  to  the  account  in  the  bill 
mentioned,  and  which  in  the  Appellant's  former 
answer  was  mentioned  to  have  been  settled  between 
him  and  the  Respondent  James  Price,  was  not  un- 
justly or  fraudulently  obtained  from  him,  but  that 
on  the  contrary  he  signed  the  same  with  a  full 
knowledge  of  the  truth  and  fairness  of  such  ac- 
count, and  under  the  circumstances  of  the  most 
unquestionable  fairness,  with  a  full  consideration 
for  the  same,  and  that  such  account  was  binding 
upon  the  said  Respondent  and  not  void;  and  he 
said,  that  in  the  Schedule  to  that  answer  annexed, 
and  which   he  prayed  might  be  taken  as  part 
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18S1.  thereof,  he  had  set  forth  a  true  and  particular 
statement,  to  wif^  a  copy  of  such  account ;  and 
he  said,  that  as  well  by  virtue  of  such  account,  as 
by  virtue  of  and  under  the  other  matters  and  cir- 
cumstances in  said  former  answer  mentioned,  he 
claimed  such  right  and  interest  in  and  respecting 
the  estate  and  premises  in  the  said  bill  mentioned, 
as  in  his  said  former  answer  stated. 

The  Respondents  replied  to  the  answers  of  the 
Appellant  James  Spencer,  and  the  cause  being  at 
issue,  witnesses  were  examined  on  behalf  of  the 
parties* 

On  the  part  of  the  Respondents,  James  Davies  de- 
posed, ^Hhat  in  the  Gwernfydden  estate,  and  certain 
"  other  estates  in  the  parish  of  Clirow,  Bryngwin 
"  and  Glascombe,  in  the  county  of  Radnor,  Walter 
"  Price  had  an  interest  jointly  with  Mr.  John  Sa^ 
"  vaker;  that  he  had  long  previously  to  the  year 
'*  1811  been  concerned  for  Walter  Price  as  his 
**  solicitor,  but  in  and  some  time  previously  to  the 
w  year  1811  this  deponent  was  employed  as  solici- 
"  tor  for  the  said  John  Savaker;  that  several  meet- 
**  ings  took  place  in  the  year  1811,  between  the 
**  deponent,  the  complainant  James  Price,  and  the 
"  Defendant  James  Spencer,  for  the  purpose  of 
'*  making  some  arrangement  relative  to  the  sale  of 
**  the  said  estates ;  that  James  Price,  at  the  time 
**  of  such  meetings,  was  entitled  to  the  share  of 
"  Walter  Price  in  the  said  estates,  or  the  monies 
"  to  arise  by  sale  thereof,  under  some  agreement 
"  between  them;  that  to  the  best  of  his  recollection, 
••  James  Spencer,  at  the  time  of  such  meetings, 
**  had  an  interest  in  the  said  estates  as  mortgagee 
"  thereof  J  that  he  the  deponent  did  not  recollect 
*^that  James  Spencer,   at  or  previous   to   such 
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'<  meetings,  or  at  any  time  since,  declared  to  him  18S1. 
"  any  thing  in  respect  of  his  being  jointly  and  ""-^t-*^ 
equally,   or  otherwise  interested  with  the  said  »^ 

complainant  James  Price,  in  his  purchase  of  the 
"  share  and  interest  of  the  said  Walter  Price;  that 
"  he  believed  some  arrangement  or  agreement  was 
"  made  and  entered  into  between  James  Price  and 
"  John  Savaker,  in  respect  of  one  part  of  the  said 
**  estates,  subject  to  some  portion  of  the  mortgages 
**  and  incumbrances  thereon  being  taken  by  and 
appropriated  to  James  Price  alone,  and  not  to 
him  and  James  Spencer,  jointly,  in  satisfao 
"  tion  of  the  share  and  interest  of  Walter  Price, 
which  this  deponent  understood  had  been  pur- 
chased by  James  Price  ;  and  this  deponent 
"  believed  the  estates  called  Gwernfydden  formed 
**  a  part  of  the  estates  so  appropriated  to  James 
"  Price,  but  subject  to  what  mortgages  the  deponent 
**  could  not  set  forth ;  that  the  estate  called  Gwem- 
"  fydden  was  sold  by  William  Powell,  gentleman, 
"  the  trustee  in  whom  the  said  estate,  with  other 
**  estates,  had  been  vested  for  the  purposes  of  sale, 
"  by  the  order  or  with  the  concurrence  of  the 
"  complainant  James  Price  and  John  Savaker," 

Thomas  Jones  deposed,  "  that  sometime  in 
"  the  month  of  August  or  September  in  the  year 
"  1813,  he  contracted  to  purchase  the  estate  called 
**  Gwernfydden  of  the  complainant  James  Price ; 
**  that  he  entered  into  the  contract  with  the  said 
«*  complainant  James  Price,  and  not  with  the  said 
Defendant  James  Spencer,  nor  had  the  said 
James  Spencer  any  thing  to  do  with  the  said 
"  contract  to  this  deponent's  knowledge  or  belief; 
"  that  this  deponent  contracted  wholly  and  solely 
"  with  the  said  complainant  James  Price;  that  the 
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1831.  <<  said  Defendant  James  Spencer  made  no  claim, 
<*  as  this  deponent  believes,  to  the  said  estate,  but 
<<  to  his  mortgage  ;  that  he  the  said  James  Spencer 
"  did  not  then  claim,  as  deponent  believes,  to  be 
"  entitled  to  or  interested  in  the  share  or  interest 
**  of  Walter  Price  in  the  said  estate,  or  the  monies 
"  to  arise  by  the  sale  thereof,  jointly  and  equally 
"  with  the  said  complainant  James  Price,  or  s^ny 
"  part  thereof ;  that  about  two  years  previous  to 
*^  the  sale  of  the  said  estate  by  the  said  James 
"  Price  to  this  deponent,  an  offer  was  made  by  the 
"  said  James  Price  to  sell  the  estate  to  this  depon- 
"  ent  for  the  sum  of  7OOO/. ;  that  this  deponent 
**  had  a  conversation  with  the  said  James  Spencer  a 
"  few  months  previous  to  the  time  when  this  depo- 
nent purchased  the  said  estate  from  the  said  com- 
plainant James  Price ;  that  this  deponent  asked 
the  said  James  Spencer  what  he  the  said  James 
**  Spencer  thought  of  the  said  estate,  and  that  he 
"  the  said  complainant  James  Price  wanted  7OOO/. 
**  for  it ;  that  the  said  Defendant  James  Spencer 
**  then  informed  this  deponent  that  it  was  a  great 
<*  deal  too  much,  and  that  he  the  said  Defendant 
**  James  Spencer  said  that  he  thought  5000/.  was 
"  the  full  value  of  the  said  estate,  making  a  dif- 
ference of  2000/.  between  the  money  the  said 
James  Price  ask^d  this  deponent  for  the  said 
**  estate,  and  the  estimation  set  thereon  by  the 
*^  said  James  Spencer ;  that  this  deponent,  when 
**  he  purchased  the  said  estates  as  aforesaid,  thqught 
«  6000/.  was  the  fair  value  thereof,  but  that  the 
"  same  had  not  been  of  so  much  value  at  any  time 
^*  since ;  that  the  said  Defendant  James  Spencer 
"  did  not  advise  this  deponent  to  purchase  the  said 
*«  estate ;   that  this  deponent,  after  the  contract 
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*'  with  the  said  complainant  James  Price,  wrote  a      .^^si. 
^*  letter  to  the  said  Defendant  James  Spencer,  to 
carry  the  said  contract  into  effect,  and  employed 
him  as  this  deponents  solicitor  to  prepare  the 
necessary  deeds,  and  the  said  Defendant  James 
Spencer  acted  as  this  deponent's  solicitor  in  carry- 
ing the  said  contract  into  effect;  that  the  said 
"  Defendant  James  Spencer  never  informed  this 
"  deponent  that  he  the  said  James  Spencer  was  a 
**  joint  purchaser  of  the  said  estate  with  the  said 
*♦  complainant  James  Price,  or  that  he  the  said  De- 
"fendant  James  Spencer  had  any  share  in  the 
**  interest  of  the  said  Walter  Price,  purchased  by 
'<  the  said  complainant  James  Price ;  that  the  de- 
**  ponent  in  the  month  of  February  1814  paid  into 
the  Kington  Bank  the  sum  of  4000/.  in  money, 
on  account  of  the  purchase  made  by  him  from 
the  complainant  James  Price,  and  the  remaining 
"  sum  of  2000/.  was  made  up  by  a  sale  of  the  farm 
"  called  Merdy,  which  was  agreed  to  be  sold  for 
that  sum  by  the  deponent  to  the  complainant 
James  Price ;  that  this  deponent  about  the  month 
of  April  1815  had  a  conversation  with  the  said 
•*  Defendant  James   Spencer  at  this  deponent's 
^  house  in  Lrondon,  that  this  deponent  began  the 
"  conversation  by  observing  that  he  this  deponent 
<*  was  hurt  at  not  having  the  said  deeds  sent  to 
*'  him  sooner,  that  the  said  James  Spencer  observed 
<<  that  he  thought  the  said  complainant  James  Price 
<<  had  bought  the  said  estate  for  him  the  said 
**  James  Spencer,  but  that  the  said  James  Price 
^<  took  it  for  himself ;    that  he  the  said  James 
^'  Spencer  and  old  Price  (meaning  the  said  Walter 
*•  Price)  were  not  friends,  but  that  the  said  James 
"  Price  and  his  uncle  (meaning  the  said  Waiter 
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1631 »  ^<  Price)  were  friends,  and  that  the  said  James 
^  Price  could  make  a  better  bargain,  or  words  to 
•<  that  effect  i  that  the  said  Defendant  Thomas 
*<  James  was  not  present  at  the  said  conversation } 
«« that  this  deponent  in  the  month  of  April  1820 
•*  called  at  the  office  of  the  said  Defendants  James 
^  Spencer  and  Thomas  James^  that  this  deponent 
**  said  be  called  upon  the  said  James  Spencer  to 
'<  enquire  as  to  his  claim  to  the  Merdy  estate;  that 
*  this  deponent  in  the  presence  and  hearing  of  the 
**  said  Defendant  Thomas  Jamesi  asked  the  said 
<<  Defendant  James  Spencer,  what  the  misiinderw 
**  standing  between  him  and  the  said  complaiiialit 
**  James  Price  was»  that  thereupon  the  said  De* 
'<  fendant  James  Spencer  showed  this  dqponent  a& 
<' account  in  a  book  between  the  oompkmant 
*<  James  Price  and  the  said  Defendant  James 
<<  Spencer,  respecting  the  division  of  the  money 
<<  arising  by  the  sale  of  the  Gwem-fydden  estate^ 
**  as  he  the  said  James  Spencer  claimed  one  half 
**  of  the  profits  arising  thereby,  and  the  said 
«<  James  Spencer  observed  to  this  deponent,  *  Don't 
«  <  you  recollect  your  not  having  the  whole  title 
«« <  deeds  as  soon  as  you  expected  ? '  to  which  this 
<<  deponent  replied,  *  Yes,  I  do  remember  it,*  to 
**  which  the  said  James  Spencer  observed,  *  the  rea^ 
'*  *  son  you  had  not  them  sooner  was,  that  the  said 
<*  <  James  Price  refused  to  sign  this  account^  and  as 
**  *  soon  as  the  said  complainant  James  Price  signed 
'« *  the  said  account,  the  said  deeds  were  sent ; ' 
<<  that  he  the  same  James  Spencer  refused  to  deliver 
**  the  said  deeds  to  the  said  James  Price  until  he 
*'  signed  the  said  account }  that  this  deponent  then 
«  observed  to  the  said  James  Spencer,  *  this  is  a 
*<  <  most  singular  thing,  that  you  should  have  kept 
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«« *  this  matter  from  me  so  long  a  time,  and  I  declare       18S1 . 

"  *  to  you  1  would  not  have  had  any  thing  to  do      ^I^^ 

"  *  with  the  Gwern-fydden  estate  had  I  known  this;  «'• 

«« <  pray  why  did  you  not  write  and  inform  me  of 

*•  'the  transaction,  and  why  had  not  I  my  deeds 

*♦  *  sooner  ?'  that  the  said  James  Spencer  then  said 

"  he  would  not  deliver  up  the  deeds  until  the  said 

"  account  was   signed   by  the   said  complainant 

"James  Price;  that  the  said  Defendant  Thomas 

**  James  was  present  and  heard  the  said  conversa- 

"  tion  in  the  said  office  of  the  said  Defendant 

"  between    this    deponent  and    the    said   James 

"  Spencer. 

**  That  he  entered  into  a  contract  or  agreement 
**  with  the  said  complainant  James  Price,  about 
**  the  month  of  August  or  September  1813,  for 
^*  the  sale  or  conveyance  to  him  or  to  his  use  of 
"  the  estate  called  the  Merdy,  in  the  pleadings  of 
**  this  cause  mentioned,  at  or  for  the  price  or  sum 
**  of  2000/.,  and  that  the  said  James  Spencer  was 
"  not  in  any  manner  a  party  to  or  interested  in 
"  any  degree,  to  this  deponent's  knowledge,  at  the 
**  time  in  the  said  contract,  or  in  the  said  consider- 
*•  ation  agreed  to  be  given  for  the  same ;  and  that 
"  this  deponent  never  did  in  any  manner  treat 
**  with  the  said  James  Spencer  or  with  any  other 
"  person  on  his  behalf,  nor  with  any  other  person 
**  than  the  said  complainant  James  Price,  in  or  in 
"  the  course  of  making  and  entering  into  the  said 
contract  or  agreement ;  that  the  said  defendants 
Thomas  James  and  James  Spencer  were  em- 
ployed by  the  said  complainant  James  Price,  as 
•*  his  solicitors  in  carrying  into  effect  and  complet- 
"  ing  the  said  contract,  and  that  the  indentures  of 
"  the  1st  and  2d   days  of  February  1814  were 
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1831..       "  prepared  by  the  said  defendants  or  one  of  them^ 
"  as  solicitor  for  the  said  James  Price." 

Walter  Wilkins  deposed  :  —  "  That  the  com- 
<<  plainant  James  Price  applied  to  and  requested 
«  this  deponent  to  lend  him  the  sum  of  JOOL  upon 
"  a  mortgage  of  the  Merdy  estate,  and  that  this 
<<  deponent  did  accordingly  advance  the  said  com- 
"  plainant  James  Price  the  sum  of  700/.  upon 
"  mortgage  of  the  aforesaid  estate ;  that  the  title 
"  deeds  of  the  estate  were  deposited  with  this  de- 
**  ponent's  solicitor  to  this  deponent's  use ;  that  at 
"  the  time  when  this  deponent  lent  the  said  sum 
"  of  700/.  on  mortgage  to  the  said  James  Price, 
^  this  deponent  knew  or  believed  that  the  said 
*«  compl^nant  James  Price  was,  or  claimed  to  be 
*'  absolutely  possessed  and  entitled  to  the  bene- 
<<  jficial  interest  in  the  said  estate ;  and  that  this 
**  deponent  did  not  know,  nor  had  been  informed 
<<  previously  to  this  deponent's  lending  and  ad* 
*<  vancing  the  said  James  Price  the  said  sum  of 
**  700/.  on  mortgage  as  aforesaid,  that  the  said 
"  defendant  James  Spencer,  or  any  other  person 
*<  or  persons  other  than  the  said  complainant, 
<<  claimed  to  be  entitled  to  any  interest  in  the  said 
"  estate.'* 

Charles  Gabell  deposed :  —  "  That  he  acted  as 
«*  the  solicitor  of  the  said  complainant  William  Au- 
gustus Gott,  in  carrying  into  effect  the  contract 
made  between  the  complainants  in  respect  of  the 
estate   called  the   Merdy;   that  the  said  com- 
**  plainant   William   Augustus  Gott,   or  this    de- 
"  ponent  on  his  account,  paid  part  of  the  con- 
"  sideration  in  the  following  manner :  that  on  or 
"  about  the  1st  day  of  August  1818,  this  deponent 
**  paid  to  Walter  Wilkins,  or  to  Mr.  Thomas  Maw- 
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bery,  for  his  use,  by  an  order  or  cheque  on  the  18S1. 
bank  of  Messrs.  Wilkins  at  Brecon,  drawn  by 
this  deponent  on  the  account  of  the  said  com- 
plainant, by  his  direction  or  permission,  the  sum 
•*  of  735/.  for  the  principal  and  interest  of  the 
**  mortgage  in  the  pleadings  of  this  cduse  men- 
**  tioned,  which  the  said  Walter  Wilkins  had  on 
^  the  said  estate  called  the  Merdy,  and  in  part  of 
<*  the  consideration  aforesaid ;  that  on  or  about  the 
10th  day  of  the  same  month,  he  this  deponent 
paid  in  the  same  manner  to  Mr.  Thomas  Hig- 
gins  the  agent,  and  for  the  use  of  John  Price,  a 
judgment  creditor  of  the  said  complainant  James 
"  Price,  the  sum  of  300/.  in  part  satisfaction  of  his 
<^  said  judgment,  and  in  further  part  of  the  consi- 
^  deration  aforesaid ;  that  on  or  about  the  15th  day 
<*  of  the  same  month  this  deponent  also  paid  in  the 
"  same  manner  to  Mr.  Thomas  Powell,  currier  of 
**  Brecon,  the  sum  of  103/.  in  satisfaction  of  his  judg- 
^  ment  against  the  said  complainant  James  Price, 
*<  and  his  costs  thereof,  and  in  further  part  of  the 
"  consideration  aforesaid ;  and  that  on  or  about  the 
«  same  day,  he  this  deponent  received  by  a  cheque 
"  or  order,  drawn  in  manner  aforesaid,  the  sum  of 
^  68/.  on  account  of  the  said  complainant  James 
Price,  for  business  done  by  this  deponent,  being 
in  further  part  of  the  consideration  aforesaid,  all 
which  cheques  or  orders,  amounting  together  to 
**  the  sum  of  1206L,  he  this  deponent  hath  been 
"  informed  by  the  persons  to  whom  the  same  were 
"  respectively  given,  and  believes,  were  duly  ho- 
*«  noured  and  paid  by  the  said  Messrs.  Wilkins,  on 
*'  the  account  and  behalf  of  the  said  complainant 
**  William  Augustus  Gott ;  that  at  the  time  of 
^'  making  such  contract  as  aforesaid,  or  at  any  time 
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1831.  <<  when  either  of  the  said  sums  was  so  paid  or  re- 
**  ceived  by  him  as  aforesaid,  the  said  complainant 
<<  William  Augustus  Gott  had  not)  as  the  deponent 
*^  knows  or  believes,  nor  had  he  this  deponent  any 
"  knowledge,  notice,  or  information  from  the  de» 
<^  fi^dants,  or  either  of  them,  or  especially  from 
^*  the  said  defendant  James  Spencer,  or  from  any 
^*  other  person  or  persons  whomsoever,  that  he  the 
**  said  James  Spencer  had  or  claimed  to  have  any 
**  interest  in  the  said  estates,  or  any  part  therepf^ 
**  or  that  he  had  or  pretended  to  have  any  claim 
<^  or  demand  thereon  in  respect  or  on  acpount  of 
<f  any  transaction  or  account  subsisting,  or  alleged 
<<  to  be  subsisting,  or  to  have  subsisted,  between 
M  him  the  said  last-named  defendant  and  the  said 
<*  complainant  James  Price ;  that  this  deponent,  as 
<<  the  solicitor  of  the  said  complainant  William 
«^  Augustus  Gott,  first  received  notice  or  intima* 
<f  tion  of  some  claim  or  alleged  interest  of  the  said 
<<  James  Spencer  to  or  in  the  estate,  on  or  about 
<^  the  Slst  day  of  the  same  month  of  August  1818, 
*♦  by  one  Thomas  Powell,  who  was  enqployed  by 
'<  this  deponent  as  his  clerk,  to  get  the  lease  and 
"  release  of  the  31st  day  of  July  and  1st  day  of 
**  August  1818,  in  the  pleadings  of  this  cause 
<^  mentioned,  executed  by  the  defendant  Thomas 
'*  James,  and  who  informed  this  deponent  that  the 
**  said  last-named  defendant  refused  to  execute  the 
*^  same  deeds,  because  the  said  complainant  owed, 
^'  as  he  alleged,  a  large  sum  of  money  to  his 
<<  partner  the  said  James  Spencer." 
Qn  the  part  of  the  Appellant  James  Spencer, 
Thomas  James,  one  of  the  Defendant^  deposed, 
**  That  the  estate  called  Gwemfydden,  and  sundry 
*^.  otherestates  in  the  parishes  of  Clirow,  Glascomhe^ 
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«*  and  Biyngwyn,  in  the  county  of  RadnoTf  were,  18S1. 
^<  in  or  about  the  month  of  August  1811,  rdeased 
^  and  conveyed  to  a  trustee  in  trust  for  sale^  and 
^  after  discharging  the  incumbrances  aflbcting 
^  the  same,  to  divide  the  surplus  money  equally 
^<  between  the  said  Walter  Price  (deceased)  and 
^^  John  Saveker ;  that  there  were  various  incum- 
^<  branoes  charged  upcm  and  affecting  the  said 
<<  estates  at  the  time  when  they  were  conveyed  to 
«<  the  trustee  for  sale,  and,  among  other  s,several 
^  mortgages  to  the  Defendant  James  Spencer  to 
«<the  amount  of  6000^1  and  upwards,  and  to 
*<  Messrs.  Thomas  and  Francis  Bodenham  a  mort^ 
^'  gage  of  1000^.,  and  several  other  mortgages^ 
**  the  parCioulars  of  which  this  deponent  cannoC 
^  set  A^rth ;  that  the  said  estate  called  Gwem-^ 
^<  fydden  was,  in  or  about  the  month  of  August  or 
^  September,  1813,  contracted  to  be  sold  by  pri- 
*<  vate  oontf  ae4^  to  Thomas  Jones,  in  the  pleadings 
^'  of  this  cause  mentioned,  at  the  price  of  6000i ; 
^  that  such  sale  was  made  by  and  in  the  name  c^ 
**  the  complainant  James  Price,  on  account,  as  this 
**  deponent  believes,  from  the  circumstances  here* 
**  after  stated,  of  himself,  the  said  James  Prioe^ 
**  and  the  said  Defendant  James  Spencer ;  that 
**  it  was  about  the  same  time  agreed  and  arranged 
^*  by  and  between  the  said  James  Price  and  the 
*<  said  Thomas  Jones,  that  the  estate  and  heredita* 
**  ments,  situate  in  the  parishes  of  Clifiord  and 
«*  Dorston,  in  the  county  of  Herefbrd,  in  the  bill 
^*  mentioned,  and  which  were  then  the  property  {£ 
**  the  said  Thomas  Jones,  should  be  taken  as  9O00L 
of  the  purchase  money  of  6000/.  for  the  O wera- 
iydden  estate,  and  that  the  sum  of  4O001.  only 
^<  should  be  paid  by  the  said  Thomas  Jones  in 
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IBSI.  •<  money ;  and  accordingly  the  said  Thomas  Jones 
"  only  paid  4000/.  in  money,  and  for  the  other 
"  2000/.  executed  the  conveyance  of  the  said 
"  estate  and  premises  in  the  parishes  of  Clifford 
"  and  Dorston,  in  the  county  of  Hereford,  in  the 
**  bill  stated  to  bear  date  the  1st  and  2d  of  Fe-* 
"  bruary,  1814.  That  he  did  not  recollect  having 
**  been  requested  or  desired  by  any  person  to  be- 
*Vcome  or  be  a  party  to  the  said  indentures  of  the 
"  1st  and  2d  of  February,  1814,  or  trustee  of  the 
^<  hereditaments  therein  comprised,  and  thought 
"  he  never  was  spoken  to  on  the  subject  of  {)ecom- 
"  ing  such  trustee,  but  that  he  believed  for  the 
«  reasons  hereinafter  stated,  that  he  was  made  such 
"  party  and  trustee  by  the  Defendant  James 
<<  Spencer,  with  the  consent  of  the  complainant 
**  James  Price,  for  the  benefit  of  the  said  James 
*'  Spencer,  and  to  protect  his  interest  in  the  said 
"  estate  and  premises.  That  the  sum  of  2000/.  in 
"  the  indenture  of  the  2d  of  February,  1814,  men- 
tioned as  having  been  paid  to  Thomas  Jones, 
was  not,  nor  was  any  part  thereof  in  fact  paid  to 
<*  him ;  that  the  reason  why  the  said  sum  of  2000/. 
**  was  stated  in  that  indenture  as  having  been  so 
**  paid,  was  because  it  had  been  agreed  between 
«*  the  complainant  James  Price  and  the  said  Tho- 
^*  mas  Jones,  that  the  said  estate  and  premises  com- 
**  prised  in  the  said  indenture  should  be  taken  by 
*^  the  said  James  Price  in  part  payment  for  the  said 
**  estate  called  Gwernfydden,  at  the  sum  of  2000/. ; 
"  and,  accordingly,  the  said  Thomas  Jones  only 
paid  the  sum  of  4000/.  in  money  on  account  of 
the  said  estate  called  Gwernfydden,  and  exe- 
cuted the  said  conveyance  of  the  1st  and  2d  of 
February,  1814,  as  an  equivalent  for  the  said 
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«<  sum  of  2000/.,  the  residue  of  the  said  purchase  16S1. 
money  for  the  said  estate  called  Gwemfydden  ; 
and  that  such  equivalent  was  made  by  the  said 
*^  Thomas  Jones  by  the  said  conveyance  to  this 
deponent  (as  he  this  deponent  hath  since  been 
informed  and  believes),  for  the  joint  benefit  of 
the  complainant  James  Price  and  the  Defendant 
'<  James  Spencer.  That  in  the  course  of  a  month 
'*  or  thereabouts,  after  the  execution  of  the  said 
**  indentures  of  the  1st  and  2d  of  February,  1814^ 
'*  the  same  indentures,  and  also  all  the  other  title 
deeds  ^and  writings  relating  to  the  said  estate  and 
premises,  situated  in  the  said  parishes  of  Clifibrd 
"  and  Dorston,  in  the  county  of  Hereford,  were 
delivered  by  the  complainant  James  Price  (as 
this  deponent  believes)  to  and  left  with  the  De- 
fendant James  Spencer,  the  same  having  been 
previously  (as  deponent  also  believes)  sent  by  the 
**  said  Thomas  Jones  to  the  said  James  Price. 
'<  That  the  said  title  and  purchase  deeds  remained 
**  in  the  custody  of  the  said  James  Spencer  till  the 
**  beginning  of  the  year  1816;  that  about  that  time 
<<  Walter  Price  called  upon  the  said  James  Price 
**  for  payment  of  the  principal  and  interest  due 
<<  on  a  bond,  which  had  been  given  to  him  by  the 
'<  complainant  James  Price  and  the  Defendant 
<<  James  Spencer,  for  the  sum  of  800/.,  part  of  the 
**  purchase  money  for  his  the  said  Walter  Price's 
**  interest  in  the  said  estate  called  Gwemfydden, 
**  and  the  said  other  estates  in  the  county  of  Rad- 
<^  nor.  That  the  said  James  Price  not  having 
<<  money  to  discharge  the  said  bond  debt,  came  to 
<<  the  office  of  the  said  James  Spencer,  and  stated  to 
**  the  said  James  Spencer,  that  he,  the  said  James 
"  Price,  could  borrow  a  sum  of  money  of  Walter 
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l8dl«  '^  Wilkins,  on  mortgage  of  the  said  estate  situate 
<<  in  the  parishes  of  Clifford  and  Dorston,  in  the 
*<  county  of  Hereford,  to  pay  the  said  debt  to  the 
<^  said  Walter  Price,  and  requested  the  said  James 
<^  Spencer  to  let  him  have  the  title  deeds  of  the 
'*  said  last  mentioned  estate  for  that  purpose,  and 
<<the  said  James  Spencer  accordingly  then  de- 
<^  livered  the  said  title  deeds  to  the  said  James 
<*  Price.  That  in  a  very  short  time  after  the  de- 
^*  livery  of  the  said  title  deeds  to  the  complainant 
'*  James  Price,  and  before  or  in  the  month  of  May, 
^'  1814,  the  said  James  Spencer  and  the  said  Walter 
**  Wilkins  had  a  conversation  in  the  presence  of 
<^  this  deponent  at  the  house  of  the  said  James 
*<  Spencer,  on  the  subject  of  the  advance  of  money 
.  <<  by  the  said  Walter  Wilkins  to  the  said  James 
<«  Price,  That  the  said  Walter  Wilkins  said  to  the 
<f  said  James  Spencer,  -^  *  What  am  I  to  do  with 
<*<  Price  the  saddler?'  meaning  the  aaid  com- 
M  plainant  James  Price ;  ^  he  wants  money : '  and 
«♦  thjit  the  md  James  Spencer  replied,  —  •  What- 
<«  <  ever  money  you  advance  him  must  go  through 
<^  <  my  hands/  The  said  Walter  Wilkins  then  said, 
^^  -^'  It  shall  go  through  your  hands,  and  he  shall 
•*  *  have  no  money  without  your  knowledge,*  or 
<<  words  to  that  effect.  That  the  said  James  Spencer 
**  n)ade  several  payments  to  the  said  Walter  Price 
**  in  181S  and  1813,  on  account  of  the  interest  due 
**  on  the  said  bond  given  by  the  said  complainant 
<<  James  Price  and  the  said  Defendant  James 
*^  Spencer  to  the  said  Walter  Price  for  the  said 
<<  sum  of  800/.,  but  to  what  amount  in  particular 
'<  the  deponent  could  not  state.  That  the  said 
*^  James  Spencer  prepared  the  agreement  between 
<<  the  said  Walter  Price  and  the  said  James  Price 
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^<  for  the  purchase  of  the  sfdd  Walter  Price's  in-  1911. 
"  terest  in  the  said  estate,  and  the  copveyaQee»  ^'^^^ 
*<  made  in  pursuance  thereof,  and  also  the  said  in-  »• 
«  dentures  of  the  1st  and  3d  of  February,  181V 
Then,  after  proving  the  hand-»writing  of  James 
Price  to  the  account  mentioned  in  the  pleadings, 
the  same  witness  further  deposed,  ^r^  ^^  That  a 
<^  meeting  took  place  about  the  tiipe  of  WgolPg 
<<  the  account  iq  question  between  the  complain^. 
<*  ant  Jaipes  PricQ  and  the  Defendant  J^me^ 

<<  Spencer,  for  the  purpose  of  stating  and  settling 
<'  the  said  acoouut}  that  the  deponent  waa  pre-^ 
'*  sent  at  such  meeting,  which  tpok  place  at  the 
house  of  the  said  James  Spencer.  That  the 
apcopqt  was  produced,  read,  aqd  examined  at 
^f  such  meeting.  That  much  qonversatioq  and 
**  discussion  tooH  place  at  such  meeting  between 
"  the  complainant  James  Price  and  the  Defendant 
*'  James  Spencer  on  the  subject  of  the  said  account. 
<^  That  the  said  James  Price  complained  that  it  wa» 
«  a  very  hard  case  upon  him  that  he  should  give 
<*  one  half  of  the  benefit  of  the  contract  made  with 
<<  Walter  Price,  when  he  had  been  at  all  the  trouble 
<<  of  selling  the  estate.  That  the  said  Jame9  Spencer 
"  answered,  that  the  whole  benefit  of  the  contract 
<<  with  Walter  Price  was  for  hiqi  the  9aid  Jaine» 
"  Spencer,  but  that  he  agreed  to  give  the  siaid 
*<  James  Price  one  half  of  the  profit  that  was  made 
*<  by  it,  for  the  purpose  of  serving  him  the  said 
<*  James  Price,  and  enabling  him  to  pay  a  lafge 
*^  debt  which  he  owed  the  said  James  Spenoer 
**  before  the  time  of  such  contract.  The  items  of 
<<  the  account  were  then  gone  over  by  the  said 
*'  James  Price  and  the  said  James  Spencer,  and 
"  found  correct,  and  fully  approved  of  by  the  said 
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1891.  ^*  James  Price;  and  the  said  James  Spencer  then 
'*  desired  that  the  said  James  Price  should  sign  the 
<*  accQunt  and  admit  it  to  be  correct,  which  he  did, 
<<  and  they  were  placed  in  this  deponent's  hands, 
•*  to  be  kept  between  the  parties.  That  the  item 
"  in  the  said  James  Price's  account  of  *  Cash  of 
"  «  Thomas  Jones,  6000/.'  was  explained  to  mean 
**  the  4000/.  received  by  him  in  money,  and  the 
<^  2000/.  the  price  which  the  estate  and  heredita- 
**  ments  mentioned  in  the  bill  was  agreed  to  be 
taken  to.  That  nothing  was  said  by  either  party 
at  this  meeting  on  the  subject  of  any  promissory 
**  note.  That  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  estate 
"  conveyed  by  Thomas  Jones  to  this  deponent 
"  since  the  month  of  February,  1814,  have  been 
"  principally  received  by  the  complainant  James 
**  Price.  That  the  amount  of  such  rent  was  at 
"  first  about  1 10/.  a  year,  but  it  was  afterwards 
**  reduced  to  about  80/.  a  year.  That  this  de- 
"  ponent  believes,  from  the  circumstances  above 
**  stated,  that  one  moiety  of  such  rents  and  profits 
**  was  received  by  the  complainant  James  Price 
**  on  account  of  the  Defendant  James  Spencer. 
"  That  the  Defendant  James  Spencer,  about  the 
•*  month  of  February,  1815,  applying  to  the  com- 
"  plainant  James  Price  for  some  money  on  account 
"  of  the  rent  of  the  estate  and  premises  mentioned 
"  in  the  bill,  that  the  said  James  Price  stated,  that 
"  the  tenant  was  considerably  in  arrear,  and  when 
•*  the  money  was  received  from  him,  the  said 
**  James  Spencer  should  have  it,  and  a  distress  was 
f*  shortly  afterwards  made  on  the  tenant  for  such 
<'  arrears,  and  the  said  James  Spencer  received  at 
**  different  times  about  70/-  on  account  of  the  said 
^'  rent    That  at  the  tiipe  of  settling  the  said 
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"  accounts  between  the  complainant  James  Price       1831. 

and  the  Defendant  James  Spencer,  in  or  about 

the  month  of  May,  1814,  it  was  clearly  admitted 
**  by  the  complainant  James  Price,  aild  understood 
**  by  this  deponent,  that  the  Defendant  James 
"  Spencer  was  entitled  to  one  half  of  the  contract 
"  made  with  Walter  Price  for  the  purchase  of  his 
**  interest  in  the  Gwernfydden  and  other  estates  in 
*«  which  he  was  interested  in  the  county  of  Radnor, 
"  and  that  the  estate  and  premises  conveyed  by 
**  the  said  Thomas  Jones  to  this  deponent  were 
**  taken  as  payment  of  2000/.,  part  of  the  6000/, 
"  agreed  to  be  given  by  Thomas  Jones  for  the 
'*  Gwernfydden  estate,  and  that  they  the  said  com- 
**  plainant  James  Price  and  the  said  Defendant 
"  James  Spencer  were  to  be  jointly  entitled  to  the 
<<  benejfit  of  the  estate  and  premises  mentioned  in 
"  the  bill." 

The  articles  of  agreement  between  Walter  Price 
and  the  Appellant  James  Price,  dated  the  25th  of 
October,  1811 ;  the  indentures  of  lease  and  release 
of  the  1st  and  2d  of  February,  1814,  being  the 
conveyance  of  the  premises  in  Clifford  and  Dorston 
by  Thomas  Jones  to  the  Respondent  James,  in 
trust  for  the  Appellant  Price,  and  the  engrossment 
of  a  prepared  conveyance  to  be  made  by  the  Ap- 
pellant James  to  the  Respondent  Gott,  dated  the 
3 1  St  of  July  and  1st  of  August,  1818,  were  proved 
as  exhibits.  In  the  accounts  annexed  to  the  answer 
of  the  Appellant  Spencer  two  items  occur,  wherein 
the  Gwernfydden  estate,  in  account  with  Price 
and  Spencer  respectively,  is  debited  with  a  moiety 
of  the  net  produce  to  each  of  them. 

At  the  hearing  of  the  cause  it  was  admitted, 
that  the  name  of  the  Appellant  James  Spencer 
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1891.  appearing  to  be  subscribed  to  the  indentures  of 
the  Ist  and  Sd  of  February,  1814,  as  a  witness  to 
the  execution  thereof,  was  of  his  hand-writing. 

The  cause  was  heard  by  the  Justices  of  the 
Great  Sessions  on  the  22d  and  24th  of  August, 
1820,  when  the  Court  ordered  that  the  parties 
should  proceed  to  a  trial  at  law  at  the  then  next 
Spring  Great  Sessions  to  be  held  in  and  for  the 
county  of  Brecon,  upon  the  following  issues : — 
Whether  at  the  commencement  of  the  agreement 
the  Appellant  James  Spencer  had  any  interest  ^ 
And  whether  he  had  paid,  advanced  or  secured 
any  and  what  sums  on  account,  as  partner,  or  on 
the  iahh  of  the  contract,  if  not,  at  first,  whether 
at  any  8ubse<}uent  period  he  became  interested  in 
the  contract}  ^d  whether  he  paid,  advanced  or 
secured  any  and  what  sums  on  account,  as  partner, 
or  on  the  faith  of  the  contract  ?  And  it  was 
further  ordered,  that  the  Appellants  should  be 
plaintiffi  at  law^  and  that  the  Appellant  Thomas 
James  might  be  examined  as  a  witness  for  the 
pkintiffi  on  the  said  trial  at  law. 

On  the  11th  of  April,  1821,  the  cause  came  on 
to  be  re*heard  before  the  Justices  of  the  Great 
Sessions,  upon  the  petition  of  the  Respondents 
for  a  re-hearing,  when  such  parts  of  the  Appellant 
James  Spencer^s  answers  as  are  printed  within 
inverted  commas  were  read  by  the  Respondents ; 
and  on  the  13th  of  April,  1821,  to  which  day 
such  re^hearing  was  continued  by  several  adjourn- 
ments^ it  was  ordered  that  all  further  proceedings  in 
the  cause  should  be  stayed  until  the  Court  should 
have  pronounced  their  decree  on  the  rehearing. 

On  the.  4th  of  September,  1821,  the  cause  came 
on  for  judgment,  when  the  original  decree  of  the 
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24th  of  August,  18S0,  for  directing  an  issue  18S1. 
between  the  parties,  was  confirmed  ;  but  it  was 
ordered  that  the  Appellant  Jatnes  Spencer  alone  ^^^i 
should  be  plaintiff  in  the  issues,  and  that  the 
issues  to  be  tried  should  be,  whether  at  any  time 
the  Appellant  James  Spencer  became  interested 
as  a  partner  in  the  contract  in  the  pleadings  in 
this  cause  mentioned,  and  if  so,  at  what  time,  and 
in  what  proportion  the  Appellant  James  Spencer 
became  interested  as  such  a  partner?  And, 
whethtt  the  Appellant  James  Spencer  paid,  ad- 
vanced or  secured  to  the  Respondent  James  Price 
or  any  other  person  any  sum  of  money  as  such 
partner?  and  it  was  ordered  that  the  Appellant 
Thomas  James  might  be  examined  as  a  witness  at 
the  trial  of  the  issues* 

The  Respondents  being  dissatisfied  with  this 
decree,  by  their  counsel  informed  the  Justices  of 
the  said  Great  Sessions,  that  they  intended  to  ap- 
peal therefrom  to  the  House  of  Lords  j  and  that 
they»  the  Respondents,  should  not  proceed  to  a 
tri^  of  the  issues  thereby  directed,  lest  they  should 
be  prejudiced  thereby  in  their  appeal. 

On  the  19th  of  September,  1821,  the  cause 
came  on  to  be  heard  in  pursuance  of  an  order;  when 
it  was  decreed  that  the  Respondents'  bill  should  be 
dismissed  with  costs,  to  be  paid  to  the  Appellants. 
The  Respondents  having  appealed  to  the  House 
of  Lords,  made  an  application  to  the  Court  to  stay 
proceedings  under  the  decree  in  respect  to  the 
costs  to  be  paid  to  the  Appellants,  untU  after  the 
appeal  should  be  determined ;  but  the  application 
was  refused,  and  the  sum  of  544/.  15^.  'llrf.  was 
paid  by  the  Respondent  William  Augustus  Gott  tb 
the  Appellants  for  costs. 
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1831.  The  appeal  of  the  Respondents  was  against  the 

three  several  decrees  of  the  court  of  Great  Session 
of  the  24th  of  August  1820,  the  4th  of  September 
1821,  and  the  19th  of  September  1821.  The 
appeal  came  on  to  be  heard  before  the  JEIouse  on 
the  14th,  17th,  and  21st  days  of  March  1825, 
and  the  31st  day  of  May  1826,  when  it  was 
ordered  and  adjudged,  <'  That  the  said  several 
**  decrees  complained  of  should  be  reversed,  and 
"  that  the  Court  of  Chancery  of  the  Great  Sessions 
<<  of  the  several  counties  of  Glamorgan,  Brecon,  and 
«<  Radnor  should,  upon  application  made  to  it  on 
<<  the  part  of  the  then  Appellants,  or  either  of 
<<  them,  proceed  to  re-hear  the  said  cause,  and 
**  upon  such  re-hearing,  to  ascertain,  adjudge,  and 
'*  decree,  in  case  that  court  should  find  itself  able 
<<  so  to  do,  without  further  inquiry  and  inform- 
^*  ation,  what  equitable  rights  and  interests  of  any 
<<  nature  the  then  Appellants  and  the  then  Re- 
**  spondent  James  Spencer  respectively  had  in  the 
<<  estate  appointed  and  conveyed  by  the  deeds  of 
<*  the  1st  and  2d  of  February  1814,  in  the  plead- 
^*  ings  of  this  cause  mentioned,  under  the  effect  of 
**  which  the  then  Respondent  Thomas  James  was 
<*  to  be  considered  originally  as  a  trustee  for  the 
<<  then  Appellant  James  Price  only,  unless  the 
<<  contrary  should  be  clearly  established  by  the 
<<  said  James  Spenceri  and  in  such  case  should 
*^  proceed  to  give  such  relief,  and  make  such 
'<  orders  respecting  costs  as  should  appear  to  be  just; 
<<  and  in  case,  upon  such  re-hearing  as  was  thereby 
**  directed,  the  court  should  find  itself  unable  so 
*^  to  ascertain,  adjudge,  and  decree  without  further 
"  enquiry  and  information,  then  the  court  was  to 
**  direct  all  such  enquiries  to  be  made,  either  by 
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^*  trial  of  issue  or  issues,  or  by  reference  to  the  1831. 
••  registrar  or  other  proper  oflScer,  or  both,  by  such 
^*  tinal  and  reference  as  should  appear  to  the  court 
^*  to  be  necessary  to  be  had  and  made  in  order  to 
**  enable  the  court  to  ascertain,  adjudge,  and  de- 
^'  cree  what  equitable  rights  and  interests  the  said 
then  Appellants  and  Respondent  James  Spencer 
respectively  had  in  the  same  estate,  and  what 
order  and  decree,  as  to  relief  and  costs,  ought 
**  to  be  made,  and  in  such  last^mentioned  case 
*«  should  reserve  the  consideration  of  further  direc- 
**  tions  and  costs  until  after  such  inquiries  should 
^*  be  made ;  and  upon  such  re-hearing  as  was 
**  directed,  the  said  James  Spencer  was  to  have 
**  the  benefit  of  such  parts  of  his  answers  as  evi- 
**  dence,  which  on  the  former  re-hearing  were 
**  read  on  the  part  of  the  then  Appellants  as 
**  evidence,  and  with  respect  to  costs  then  already 
^*  ordered  and  taxed,  or  ordered,  taxed,  and  paid 
by  the  Appellants,  or  either  of  them ;  the  Ap- 
pellants were,  and  each  of  them  was  to  be  at 
liberty  to  apply  to  the  court  touching  the  same» 
**  or  the  taxation  or  repayment  of  the  same  as  they 
**  or  either  of  them  might  be  advised." 

The  Respondents  having  applied  to  the  court 
below  to  have  the  cause  re<heard  according  to  the 
order  of  the  House  of  Lords,  the  cause  came  on 
to  be  re-heard  on  the  10th  of  April  1827,  before 
the  Justices  of  the  Great  Sessions,  and  was  con- 
tinued by  adjournments  upon  the  11th  and  12th 
days  of  the  same  month,  when,  after  receiving  and 
hearing  the  same  proofs  and  evidence  as  had  been 
adduced  and  heard  in  the  former  hearings  of  this 
cause,  in  which  also  such  parts  of  the  answers  of 
the  Appellant  James  Spencer  as  had  been  read 
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18S1.  by  the  Respondents  as  evidence  at  the  former 
hearings  were  included,  the  counsel  both  for  the 
Appellants  and  Respondents  were  asked  by  the 
Court,  if  either  of  them  could  or  were  desirous  to 
bring  forward  any  additional  evidence,  should  the 
court  think  fit  to  direct  the  trial  of  an  issue  or 
a  reference  to  the  registrar  for  that  purpose,  when 
the  counsel  both  for  the  Appellants  and  Respond- 
ents declared  that  they  were  not  desirous,  nor 
could  they  bring  forward  any  additional  evidence 
in  support  of  their  respective  cases,  should  any 
such  issue  or  reference  to  the  registrar  be  directed, 
and  they  respectively  declared  that  they  were  desi- 
rous of  obtaining  the  judgment  of  the  court  upon 
the  evidence  which  was  then  before  it  The  Court 
thereupon  directed  the  registrar  to  take  a  note  of 
the  above  declarations  of  the  counsel  of  the  Ap- 
pellants and  Respondents,  in  order  to  prevent  the 
possibility  of  any  mistake  occurring  thereafter  on 
the  subject 

On  the  29th  of  August  1827,  accordingly,  a 
decree  was  made,  whereby,  after  stating  that 
neither  the  Appellants  nor  either  of  them,  nor 
the  Respondents,  desired  any  issue  or  any  refer- 
ence to  the  registrar,  or  to  make  any  further  inqui- 
ries into  any  of  the  matters  in  the  pleadings 
mentioned,  to  enable  the  court  to  ascertain  what 
equitable  interest  the  said  Respondents  or  the  Ap- 
pellant James  Spencer  respectively  took  in  the  said 
estate  in  the  pleadings  mentioned,  and  afler  stating 
that  the  Appellants  and  Respondents  had  admitted 
that  they  had  no  further  proofs  to  adduce  before  a 
jury  or  to  the  registrar,  declared  that  the  Appellant 
James  Spencer  had  not  any  equitable  right  or 
interest  of  any  nature  or  kind  whatsoever  in  the 
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estate  and  premises  comprised  in  the  indentures  of  1881. 
lease  and  release  of  the  1st  and  2d  days  of  February 
1814,  in  the  pleadings  mentioned,  and  that  the 
Appellant  Thomas  James  was  originally  a  trustee 
of  the  said  estate  and  premises  for  the  said  Re- 
spondent James  Price  only  under  the  same  inden-* 
tures :  and  it  was  ordered,  that  the  said  Thomas 
James,  as  such  trustee  as  aforesaid,  should  release 
and  convey  all  his  the  said  Thomas  James's  estate 
and  interest  in  the  said  estate  and  premises,  unto 
the  Respondent  William  Augustus  Gott,  his  heirs 
and  assigns,  upon  the  trusts  of  the  indenture  of 
release  of  the  1st  of  August  1818,  in  the  pleadings 
mentioned,  and  for  that  purpose  that  the  Appellant 
Thomas  James  should  forthwith  execute  the  said 
indenture  of  lease  of  the  31st  of  July  1818,  and 
the  indenture  of  release  of  the  1st  of  August  1818 ; 
and  it  was  further  ordered,  that  the  said  Appel- 
lant James  Spencer  should  forthwith  pay  to  the 
Respondent  William  Augustus  Gott  the  sum  of 
54*4/.  15^.  lief.,  paid  by  him  to  the  said  James 
Spencer,  being  the  costs  of  the  Appellants  James 
Spencer  and  Thomas  James,  taxed  in  the  original 
cause;  and  it  was  referred  to  the  registrar  of 
that  Court  to  tax  the  said  Respondents  James 
Price  and  William  Augustus  Gott  their  costs 
of  the  suit  in  the  Court  of  Great  Sessions,  except 
such  costs  as  had  been  incurred  on  account  of  any 
amendments  made  in  the  pleadings  in  the  said 
cause,  and  on  account  of  or  in  respect  of  the  issues 
directed  in  the  said  cause,  and  which  costs  respect- 
ing the  issues  were  to  be  borne  by  such  of  the  said 
parties  by  whom  the  same  were  respectively  in- 
curred; and  it  was  further  ordered  and  directed 
that  the   said  registrar  should  tax  the    Appet 
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18S1.  lant  Thomas  James  his  costs  of  this  suit  incurred 
ia  the  said  Court  of  Great  Sessions,  from  the  first 
proceedings  in  that  court  to  the  final  hearing  and 
judgment,  including  such  costs  of  the  said  issues 
directed  in  this  cause,  as  had  been  borne  by  the 
said  last-named  Appellant;  and  it  was  further 
ordered  and  directed,  that  the  said  Appellant 
James  Spencer  should  forthwith  pay  such  respec- 
tive costs  to  the  said  Respondents  James  Price 
and  William  Augustus  Gott,  and  to  the  other  Ap- 
pellant Thomas  James,  respectively,  when  they 
should  be  so  severally  taxed  and  ascertained  as 
aforesaid. 

From  this  decree  the  appeal  in  the  present  case 
was  presented  by  James  and  Spencer. 

On  the  part  of  the  Appellants  it  was  argued  that, 

the  facts  appearing  on  the  pleadings  and  depositions 

showed  that  there  was  an   equitable   interest    in 

the   Appellant  James  Spencer,   in   the  estate  in 

question,  and  that  interest,  whether  the  Respon- 

dent  William  Augustus  Gott  had  notice  of  it  or 

not,  ought,  as  prior  in  time,  to  have  preference 

over  his  interest,  that  being  also  equitable  merely; 

that  in  any  event,  it  ought  to  have  been  referred 

to  a  jury  or  to  the  registrar,  to  ascertain  the  fact 

of  the  Appellant  James  Spencer's  interest;  that 

the  Respondent   William  Augustus  Gott  having 

joined  the  other  Respondent  James  Price   as   a 

complainant  in  the  suit  below,  their  interests  and 

oases  were  identified  for  all  the  purposes  of  the  suit 

.   On  the  part  of  the  Respondents  it  was  argued 

1;hat  the  decree   and  the  entry  in  the  registrar's 

book  was  conclusive  evidence  that  the  Appellants 

did  state  to  the  Court  that  they  did  not  desire  any 

imie  or  reference  to  the  registrar  of  the  court,  or 
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to  make  any  further  inquiries  into  any  of  the  mat-  lB5l. 
ters  in  the  pleadings  mentioned^  to  enable  the 
Court  to  ascertain  what  equitable  interests  the  Re- 
spondents and  the  Appellant  James  Spencer  re- 
spectively took  in  the  estate,  and  that  they  did 
admit  **  that  they  had  no  further  proofs  to  adduce 
before  a  jury  or  to  the  registrar;*'  that  the  only 
evidence  which  the  Appellant  James  Spencer 
adduced  in  support  of  his  claim  to  be  jointly 
interested  with  the  Respondent  James  Price  in 
the  purchase  from  the  said  Walter  Price,  was 
the  account  in  writing  set  forth  in  the  schedule 
to  the  last  named  Appellant's  answer,  which  ac- 
count it  was  proved  that  the  Respondent  James 
Price  was  induced  to  sign  in  consequence  of  undue 
influence  exercised  over  him  by  the  Appellant 
James  Spencer,  and  that  at  a  considerable  distance 
of  time  from  the  period  of  the  purchase  from 
Walter  Price,  and  not  till  the  Appellant  James 
Spencer  had  discovered  that  it  bad  become  a  very 
profitable  purchase ;  that  the  supposition  that  the 
Appellant  James  Spencer  was  to  become  jointly 
interested  with  the  Respondent  James  Price  in  the 
purchase  from  Walter  Price,  was  inconsistent  with 
the  whole  tenor  of  his  conduct  in  reference  to  the 
purchase,  with  the  terms  of  the  agreement  of  the 
25th  of  October  1811,  with  the  manner  in  which 
the  payment  of  the  consideration  for  stich  purchase 
was  provided  for,  and  with  all  the  facts  in  evidence 
relating  to  such  purchase;  that  even  assuming  that 
the  Appellant  James  Spencer  had  established  his 
claim  to  be  jointly  interested  with  the  Respondent 
James  Price,  in  the  purchase  from  Walter  Price, 
he  had  wholly  failed  in  proving  that  he  was  inter- 
ested in  the  estate  purchased  from  Thomas  Jones^ 
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18S1.  and  that  the  supposition  was  contradicted  by  the 
express  declaration  of  trust  contained  in  the  inden- 
tures of  the  1st  and  2d  of  February  1814,  by 
which  the  estates  in  question  were  conveyed  to  the 
Appellant  Thomas  James,  as  a  trustee  for  the  Re- 
spondent James  Price,  and  which  were  prepared 
and  attested  by  the  Appellant  James  Spencer,  who 
then  acted  as  the  attorney  of  Thomas  Jones ;  that 
even  assuming  the  Appellant  James  Spencer  to 
have  been  interested  in  the  estate  purchased  from 
Thomas  Jones,  nevertheless  the  Appellant  Thomas 
James  ought  to  be  compelled  to  convey  the  estate 
and  premises  to  the  Respondent  William  Augustus 
Gott,  upon  the  trusts  of  the  indentures  of  the  31st 
of  July  and  the  1st  of  August  1818,  so  far  as 
the  interests  of  Gott  extended,  inasmuch  as  it 
was  proved  that  James  Spencer  had  notice  that 
Walter  Wilkins  and  William  Augustus  Gott  respec- 
tively were  about  to  advance  their  monies  upon 
the  security  of  the  estates,  and  did  not  inform 
Walter  Wilkins  or  William  Augustus  Gott  that  he 
had  or  claimed  any  interest  therein. 

For  the  Appellants, 

Sir  Edward  Stigden  and  Mr.  Knight. 

For  the  Respondents, 

Mr.  Pemberlon  and  Mr.  Reynolds. 


Oct  12.  Lord  Lyndhurst^    after   stating  the  order  of 

the  House  made  upon  the  former  appeal,  pro- 
ceeded as  follows  :  —  In  consequence  of  this  order 
pronounced  by  your  Lordships,  an  application  was 
made  for  a  re-hearing  to  the  Court  below.  The 
cause  was  again  heard,  and  upon  that  re-hearing 
the  Court  pronounced  a  decree,  from  which  this 
appeal  has  been  preferred  to  your  Lordships'  House ; 
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and  it  is  upon  this  appeal  I  am  to  move  for  your     J^^^* 
Lordships'  judgment 

When  the  case  came  on  for  hearing  in  the  Court 
below,  the  Court  was  of  opinion  that  the  Re- 
spondent, Thomas  James,  was  originally  a  trustee 
for  the  Appellant,  James  Price,  only.  This  House 
had  decided,  that,  according  to  the  effect  of  the 
deed,  that  was  to  be  considered  as  the  case,  unless 
the  contrary  was  proved  by  clear  and  distinct 
evidence.  The  Court  below,  when  they  came  to 
consider  all  the  facts  of  the  case,  were  of  opinion 
that  there  was  no  evidence  to  vary  the  effect  of 
the  deed,  and  they  therefore  decided,  conformably 
with  the  order  of  your  Lordships*  House,  that 
Thomas  James  was  to  be  considered  originally  as 
a  trustee  for  the  Appellant  James  Price  only. 

The  remaining  question  for  consideration  was, 
what  were  the  equitable  interests  as  between  James 
Spencer  and  James  Price  ?  The  Court  below  went 
into  a  long  investigation  of  the  facts  of  the  case ; 
and  they  were  satisfied,  upon  the  whole  evidence 
taken  together,  that  there  was  no  equitable  interest 
whatever  in  James  Spencer.  The  Court  therefore 
came  to  the  decision,  not  only  that  in  the  first 
instance,  according  to  the  deed,  the  interest  was  in 
James  Price  only,  but  determined  also  that  in  the 
course  of  the  transaction  there  was  nothing  to  show 
any  interest  whatever  in  James  Spencer. 

When  this  case  was  heard  at  your  Lordships' 
bar,  I  attended  closely  to  the  evidence  and  to  the 
arguments  of  counsel,  for  the  purpose  of  making 
up  my  mind  as  well  as  I  could,  with  the  assistance 
of  the  other  noble  Lords  who  were  present,  whether 
I  could  bring  myself  to  the  same  conclusion  as  that 
drawn  by  the  Court  below  j  and  I  must  say,  that 
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18S1.  at  the  time  of  the  hearing  I  agreed  in  the  conclu- 
sion which  had  been  drawn  by  the  inferior  Court 
I  have,  since  that  time,  and  within  a  few  days, 
very  carefully  read  over  the  answer  and  all  the 
pleadings,  and  every  part  of  the  evidence ;  and  the 
review  I  have  taken  of  the  case  has  confirmed  my 
original  impression.  My  opinion  therefore  is,  that 
the  Court  below  has  drawn  a  right  conclusion  from 
the  premises.  I  think  your  Lordships,  if  you  went 
through  the  evidence,  would  be  satisfied  that  this 
conclusion  is  correct,  and  that  there  is  no  equitable 
interest  in  James  Spencer.  I  should  advise  your 
Lordships,  therefore,  to  affirm  the  decree. 

Judgment  affirmed,  with  lOOL  costs. 
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ENGLAND. 


(court  of  exchequer.) 


Thomas  Wilson Appellant; 

William  Baron  Kensington  andi  «  „      ^^^„ 
£dwajid  Meredith     -    -    .    -j       ^ 


Upon  a  bill  for  tithes  by  the  lessee  of  a  prebendary  against  the 
occupier  of  a  farm,  he  by  way  of  defence  suggested,  that 
his  farm  was  part  of  the  possession  of  a  dissolved  monastery, 
that  the  farm  was  situate  in  a  district  which  had  formerly 
been  a  distinct  parish,  and  was  still  distinct  in  some  respects, 
that  all  the  lands  in  that  district  had  paid  from  time  imme- 
morial only  one-twentieth  instead  of  one-tenth  of  the  pro- 
duce, and  that  the  other  twentieth  was  a  portion  of  tithe 
belonging  to  the  farm  as  part  of  the  lands  of  the  dissoWed 
monastery : 

Held}  that  assuming  the  district  to  have  been  a  distinct  parish, 
the  presumption  arising  from  evidence  tending  to  prove  one 
moiety  to  have  been  a  portion  of  tithes  is  rebutted,  the  other 
moiety  not  being  accounted  for,  and  that  the  common  law 
right  of  the  parson  to  tithes  applied  as  much  to  the  whole  of 
two  united  parishes  as  to  the  tithes  of  one  of  the  parishes 
before  the  supposed  union. 


JL  H&  Respondents  filed  their  bill  of  complaint  in 
the  Court  of  Exchequer,  on  the  SOth  of  May»  1836» 
against  the  Appellant,  and  alto  against  one  Stephen 
Pugh.  The  bill  was  afterwards  amended,  and  J.  C. 
Severn,  and  David  Lloyd,  Clerk,  made  Defendants. 
The  bill,  as  so  amended,  stated,  that  the  parish  of 
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1831.^  Llanbister,  in  the  county  of  Radnor,  comprised 
several  townships,  and  among  others,  the  townships 
of  GoUon  and  Cefn  PawL  and  that  the  extent  and 
boundaries  of  each  of  the  said  townships  of  Gollen 
and  Cefn  Pawl  were  well  known;  and  that  in 
and  for  some  time  previous  to  the  month  of 
September,  1822,  Edward  Davies  was  the  lawful 
prebendary  and  parson  of  the  prebend,  prebendal 
church,  rectory,  and  parsonage  of  Llanbister, 
and  as  such  entitled  to  have,  receive,  and  take 
certain  tithes  yearly  arising  within  the  said 
parish  of  Llanbister  and  the  titheable  places 
thereof,  and  in  particular  was  entitled  to  have,  re- 
ceive, and  take  all  the  tithes,  both  great  and  small, 
yearly  arising,  growing,  renewing,  and  increasing 
within  such  parts  of  the  said  parish  of  Llanbister 
as  were  comprehended  in  the  said  townships  of 
Gollon  and  Cefn  Pawl ;  and  that  by  indenture  of 
lease  bearing  date  the  19th  day  of  September,  1822, 
and  made  by  and  between  the  said  Edward  Davies 
of  the  first  part,  the  said  Respondent  William  Baron 
Kensington  of  the  second  part^  Evan  Evans,  gen- 
tleman, and  Samuel  Church,  gentleman,  of  the 
third  part,  and  the  said  Respondent  Edward  Me- 
redith of  the  fourth  part,  —  It  was  witnessed  that, 
for  the  considerations  therein  expressed,  the  said 
Edward  Davies  did  demise,  grant,  and  to  farm  let 
unto  the  said  Respondent  William  Baron  Kensing- 
ton, all  that  the  said  prebend,  rectory,  and  parson- 
age of  Llanbister,  situate,  lying,  and  being  within 
the  said  county  of  Radnor,  with  all  and  singular 
the  chapels  thereunto  annexed,  houses,  edifices, 
buildings,  glebe  lands,  tithes,  oblations,  obventions, 
and  all  other  emoluments,  hereditaments,  rents, 
casualties,  services,  commodities,  and  profits  what- 
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soever,  to  the  said  prebend  and  parsonage  in  any  1831. 
wise  belonging  or  appertaining,  as  fully  and  as 
laagely  to  all  intents  and  purposes  as  the  said  Ed- 
ward Davies  could  or  might  let  the  same,  to  hold 
to  the  said  Respondent  William  Baron  Kensington, 
his  heirs  and  assigns,  for  and  during  the  lives  of 
the  Honourable  Edward  Henry  Edwardes,  the 
Honourable  George  Warren  Edwardes,  and  the 
Honourable  Richard  Edwardes  (sons  of  the  said 
Respondent  William  Baron  Kensington),  and  the 
longest  liver  of  them,  at  the  yearly  rent  therein 
mentioned. 

The  Respondents'  bill  then  stated  livery  of 
seisin  of  the  said  prebend,  rectory,  and  parsonage, 
chapels,  houses,  lands,  and  appurtenances,  or  of 
such  parts  thereof  as  lay  in  livery  being  made  to 
the  said  Respondent  William  Baron  Kensington, 
and  that  the  above  named  Edward  Henry  Ed- 
wardes, George  Warren  Edwardes,  and  the  said 
Richard  Edwardes,  were  still  living,  and  stated  an 
under-lease  for  years  of  the  premises  to  the  Re- 
spondent Edward  Meredith  ;  and  that  the  Re- 
spondent Edward  Meredith,  as  under-lessee  of  the 
said  William  Baron  Kensington,  since  the  23d  day 
of  September,  1823,  had  been  and  still  was  entitled 
to  the  immediate  receipt  of  all  the  tithes,  both 
great  and  small,  yearly  arising,  growing,  renewing, 
and  increasing  within  such  parts  of  the  said  rectory 
or  parish  of  Llanbister,  as  were  comprehended  in 
the  several  townships  of  Gollon  and  Cefn  Pawl. 

The  bill  then  stated  that  the  Appellant,  and  the 
said  Defendant  Stephen  Pugh,  had  severally  held 
and  occupied  ever  since,  and  for  some  time  before 
Michaelmas  Day,  in  the  year  1824,  and  then  held 
and  occupied,  certain  farms,  parcels,  or  quantities 


479  CASES   IN   THE   HOUSE   OF   LORDS 

ISSK  of  land,  and  other  tenements,  within  such  parts  of 
the  said  parish  of  Llanbister,  as  were  comprised  in 
the  townships  of  GoUon  and  Cefn  Pawl,  or  in  one 
of  those  townships ;  and  in  particular  the  said  De- 
fendant Stephen  Pugh  (among  other  lands,  tene- 
ments, and  hereditaments),  had  occupied  and  did 
occupy  as  aforesaid,  a  certain  farm  called  Brondre, 
containing  or  consisting  of  300  acres  and  upwards 
within  such  parts  of  the  said  parish  of  Llanbister 
as  were  comprehended  in  the  said  townships  of 
Gollon  and  Cefn  Pawl,  or  in  one  of  those  town- 
ships;  and  the  said  Appellant  Thomas  Wilson 
(among  other  lands,  tenements,  and  heredita- 
ments), had  occupied  and  did  occupy  as  aforesaid, 
a  certain  farm  called  Cefn  Pawl,  containing  or 
consisting  of  200  acres  of  land  and  upwards,  with- 
in such  parts  of  the  said  parish  of  Llanbister  as 
were  comprehended  in  the  said  townships  of  Gollon 
and  Cefn  Pawl^  or  in  one  of  those  townships;  and 
that  the  Appellant  and  the  said  Defendant  Stephen 
Pugh  had  also  respectively,  ever  since  and  for 
some  time  before  Michaelmas  Day,  1824,  enjoyed 
and  exercised,  and  then  enjoyed  and  exercised, 
considerable  rights  of  pasturage,  as  common  of 
pasture,  on  and  over  certain  common  or  waste 
lands  situate  within  such  parts  of  the  said  parish  of 
Llanbister  as  were  comprehended  in  the  said  town- 
ships  of  Gollon  and  Cefn  Pawl,  or  in  one  of  those 
townships ;  and  each  of  them,  the  Appellant  and 
the  said  Defendant  Stephen  Pugh,  had  in  each  year 
since  Michaelmas  Day,  1824,  had  growing  and 
arising,  on  and  from  the  land  in  his  occupation, 
within  such  parts  of  the  said  parish  as  last  afore- 
said, great  quantities  of  wheat,  &c.  and  divers  other 
titheable  matters  and  things,  the  tithe  whereof  be* 
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longed  to  the  said  Respondent  Edward  Meredith^       18S1. 
as  such  under-lessee  as  aforesaid. 

The  bill  then  stated  that  a  composition  from 
year  to  year,  for  and  in  lieu  of  such  tithes,  had 
been  accepted  by  the  Respondent  Edward  Mere- 
dith, from  each  of  them  the  Appellant  and  the  said 
Defendant  Stephen  Pugh,  but  which  had  been  de* 
termined  by  notice  at  Michaelmas  Day,  1825. 

The  bill  charged  that  the  said  David  Lloyd» 
vicar  of  the  parish  of  Llanbister,  claimed  some 
title  or  interest  to  or  in  the  tithes  which  were  the 
subject  matter  of  the  suit. 

The  bill  prayed  that  the  Appellant  and  the  said 
Defendant  Stephen  Pugh  respectively  might  be 
decreed  to  account  with  the  said  Respondent  Ed- 
ward  Meredith,  for  the  single  value  of  the  tithes 
of  all  and  every  the  titheable  matters  and  things 
aforesaid,  and  might  pay  to  the  said  Respondent 
what  upon  such  account  should  ap]>ear  to  be  due 
to  him,  the  said  Respondent  thereby  waiving  all 
pains  and  penalties  which  had  been  incurred  by 
the  Appellant  and  the  said  Defendant  Stephen 
Pugh  respectively,  for  subtracting  and  not  setting 
out  the  said  tithes  or  any  of  them,  and  for  general 
relief. 

The  Appellant,  by  his  answer  to  the  Respondents' 
original  bill  of  complaint,  admitted  the  tiUe  of 
Davies  and  the  lease  to  Lord  Kensington ;  and  that 
he  had  from  and  before  Michaelmas  Day,  1824, 
down  to  Lady  Day,  1826,  held  and  occupied  the 
farm  and  lands  called  Cefn  Pawl,  in  the  said  bill  in 
that  behalf  mentioned ;  and  that  he  did  during  the 
same  period  enjoy  and  exercise  considerable  rights 
pf  pasturage,  as  common  of  pasture,  on  and  over 
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18S1.       certain  common  or  waste  lands,  as  appurtenant  to 
the  said  farm  and  lands  called  Cefh  PawL 

The  Appellant  by  his  answer  then  stated,  that 
there  was  a  certain  lordship  or  manor  called  the 
Lordship  or  Manor  of  Gollon,  in  the  said  county 
of  Radnor,  which  comprised  and  extended  over 
divers  townships  and  parts  of  townships  in  the  said 
county  of  Radnor ;  and,  amongst  others,  the  whole 
of  the  several  townships  of  Gollon  and  Cefn  Pawl, 
which  several  townships  of  Gollon  and  Cefn  Pawl 
were  distinguished  by  well-known  boundaries ;  and 
that  he  believed  that  the  said  manor  or  lordship  of 
Gollon  was,  in  ancient  times,  a  parish  of  itself,  and 
still  was  so  in  reality  and  in  fact,  although  the 
same  in  modern  times  had,  by  reputation,  been 
considered  to  be  within  the  said  parish  of  Llanbis- 
ter  and  other  adjoining  parishes  ;  and  in  particular 
that  the  parts  of  the  said  manor  or  lordship  of 
Gollon  which  comprised  the  several  townships  of 
Gollon  and  Cefn  Pawl  had  been,  in  modern  times, 
by  reputation  considered  to  be  within  the  said 
parish  of  Llanbister,  although  in  reality  and  fact 
not  so ;  and  that  the  Appellant's  farm  and  lands 
called  Cefn  Pawl,  and  the  said  common  or  waste 
lands  appurtenant  thereto,  which  were  situate  with- 
in the  said  townships  of  Gollon  and  Cefn  Pawl,  had 
been,  in  modern  times,  by  reputation  considered 
to  be  within  the  said  parish  of  Llanbister,  although 
in  reality  and  in  fact  not  so. 

He  further  stated  his  belief  that  one  moiety  of 
the  tithes,  as  well  great  as  small,  yearly  arising, 
growing,  renewing,  and  increasing  in  and  through, 
out  the  whole  or  most  parts  of  the  said  manor  or 
lordship    of  Gollon,  and    in    particular   in  and 
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throughout  the  parts  thereof  which  comprised  the  18S1. 
said  townships  of  Gollon  and  Cefn  Pawl,  belonged 
to  the  late-dissolved  Monastery  of  Comehire,  or 
Cwm-hir,  in  the  county  of  Radnor,  before  and  at 
the  time  of  the  dissolution  of  the  ^id  monastery 
to  which  the  said  manor  or  lordship  of  Gollon  and 
the  Appellant's  said  farm  and  lands  called  Cefh 
Pawl,  with  the  said  rights  of  common  appurtenant 
thereto,  also  belonged ;  and  that  the  said  manor  or 
lordship,  farm  and  lands,  with  the  said  rights  of 
common  appurtenant  thereto,  and  moiety  of  tithes 
upon  the  dissolution  of  the  said  monastery  in  the 
reign  of  King  Henry  the  Eighth,  came  to  the 
crown,  and  the  said  farm  and  lands,  with  the  said 
rights  of  common  appurtenant  thereto,  and  a 
moiety  of  the  tithes  thereof  then  belonging  to  the 
said  Appellant,  the  owner  of  the  said  farm  and  lands 
called  Cefn  .Pawl,  so  occupied  by  the  Appellant 
as  aforesaid  |by  a  title  derived  from  and  under 
a  grant  or  grants  from  King  Henry  the  Eighth. 

He  further  stated  that  by  an  arrangement 
between  the  prebendaries  of  the  said  prebend,  pre- 
bendal  church,  and  parsonage  of  Llanbister  afore- 
said, and  their  lessees  and  the  vicars  of  the  said 
parish  of  Llanbister,  for  many  years  past,  the  said 
prebendaries  and  their  lessees  had  received  all  the 
tithes  yearly  arising,  growing,  and  renewing  and 
increasing  in  and  throughout  certain  townships 
within  the  said  parish,  and  the  said  vicars  have  re- 
ceived all  the  tithes  yearly  arising,  growing,  and 
increasing  in  and  throughout  certain  other  town- 
ships within  the  said  parish,  and  that  for  many 
years  past  the  lessees  of  the  said  prebendaries  had 
claimed  to  receive  and  had  received  one  moiety  of 
the  tithes  yearly  arising,  growing,  renewing,  and 
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IBSI.       increasing  in  and  throughout  the  said  parts  of  the 
said  lordship  or  manor  of  GoUon,  which  comprised 
^  the  said  townships  of  Gollon  and  Cefn  Pawl,  and 

in  modern  times  had  by  reputation  been  considered 
to  be  within  the  said  parish  of  Llanbister  as  afore* 
said,  and  particularly  one  moiety  of  the  tithes  of 
the  Appellant's  said  farm  and  lands,  wi^h  the  said 
rights  of  common  appurtenant  thereto;  but  whether 
the  said  lessees  of  the  said  prebendaries  had  re- 
ceived such  moiety  of  the  said  tithed  of  such  parts 
of  the  ^aid  lordship  or  manor  of  Gollon  as  last 
aforesaid,  and  in  particular  of  the  Appellant's  said 
farm  and  lands,  and  the  said  rights  of  common 
appurtenant  thereto  of  right,  or  in  what  particular 
right  they  had  so  received  the  same,  the  Appellant 
was  unable  to  set  forth  as  to  his  knowledge,  belief, 
or  otherwise. 

He  further  stated,  that  certain  tithes  were 
satisfied  by  the  payment  of  moduses  or  customary 
payments  within  the  said  parish  of  Llanbister,  and 
the  lessees  of  the  said  pi^bendaries  had  received 
the  moiety  of  tithes  within  the  said  parts  of  the 
said  lordship  or  manor  of  Gollon,  which  comprised 
the  said  townships  of  Gollon  and  Cefn  Pawl,  which 
they  had  received  as  aforesaid  upon  the  footing  of 
the  said  moduses  or  customary  payments,  and  as 
to  one  estate  within  the  said  township  of  Gollon 
they  had  received  the  sum  of  13^.  4rf.  as  a  modus 
or  customary  payment  in  satisfaction  of  all  the 
tithes  which  they  claimed  to  receive  of  and  from 
such  estate,  but  such  moduses  or  customary  pay- 
ments not  being  in  question  between  the  said  Re- 
spondents and  the  Appellant,  but  the  right  only  of 
the  said  Respondents  to  the  moiety  of  the  tithes  of 
tlie  Appellant's  said  farm  and  lands,  and  the  said 
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rights  of  common  appurtenant  thereto,  which  had       1881. 
never  been  received  by  the  lessees  of  the  said  pre- 
bendaries, the  Appellant  did  not  think  it  material  ^ 
to   set  forth   and   state   the   particulars  of  such 
moduses  or  customary  payments* 

The  Appellant  then  by  his  answer  admitted  it 
to  be  true;«that,  from  some  time  before  the  Q3d 
day  of  September,  1822,  until  Michaelmas  Day  in 
the  year  1825,  a  certain  composition  for  and  in 
lieu  of  the  said  moiety  of  the  said  tithes  of  the 
Appellant's  said  farm  and  lands,  and  the  said  rights 
of  common  appurtenant  thereto,  claimed  by  the 
lessees  of  the  said  prebendaries,  was  agreed  to  be 
accepted,  and  was  in  fact  accepted,  by  the  said 
Respondent  Edward  Meredith,  from  the  Appellant 
from  year  to  year,  and  that  such  ccrniponition  was 
determined  by  notice  at  Michaelmas  Day,  1825; 
but  that,  notwithstanding  the  determination  of  the 
said  composition  as  aforesaid,  the  said  Respondent 
Edward  Meredith  had  agreed,  without  prejudice  to 
the  question  in  dispute  between  the  parties,  to  ac- 
cept, and  had  continued  to  accept,  from  the  Ap- 
pellant the  same  composition  for  and  in  lieu  of  the 
said  moiety  of  tithes  of  the  Appellant's  said  farm 
and  lands,  and  the  said  rights  of  common  appur- 
tenant thereto  theretofore  claimed  and  received  by 
the  lessees  of  the  said  prebendaries  as  aforesaid, 
but  that  the  Appellant  had  not  in  any  manner  set 
out  or  rendered  to  the  said  Respondents  the  other 
moiety  of  the  said  tithes  of  the  Appellant's  said 
farm  and  lands,  and  of  the  said  rights  of  common 
appurtenant  thereto,  or  made  them  any  recompence 
or  satisfaction  for  or  in  respect  thereof,  and  under* 
the  circumstances  therein-before  mentioned  he  had 
refused  and  did  refuse  so  to  do. 

.      VOL.  V.  K  K 
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18S1.  The  Appellant,  in  his  further  answer  to  the  Re^ 

spondent's  bill,  set  forth  a  description  of  all  the 
O'  lands  and    tenements   which,   since    Michaelmas 

Day,  1824,  had  been  in  his  occupation,  &c. 

The  Defendant  John  Cheesement  Severn,  the 
owner,  and  the  Defendant  Stephen  Pugh,  the  oc- 
cupier of  the  Defendant  Stephen  Pugh's  farm  and 
lands  called  Brondre,  severally  put  in  their  answers 
to  the  bill. 

The  vicar,  Mr,  David  Lloyd,  by  his  answer, 
filed  on  theSd  of  July,  1828,  after  adverting  to  the 
above-mentioned  division  of  the  parish  of  Llan- 
bister,  said,  that  he  did  not  claim  any  tithes  from 
the  townships  of  GoUon  and  Kefn  Pawl ;  for  that 
he  received  the  vicarial  tithes  a^d  dues  from  an- 
other part,  known  as  **  the  Lower  Division,**  of  the 
parish  :  adding,  <'  that  such  arrangement  has  been 
"  made  from  time  whereof  the  memory  of  man 
<<  runneth  not  to  the  contrary,  as  he  has  heard  and 
"  believes." 

The  cause  being  at  issue,  "admissions"  were 
entered  into,  in  order  to  save  the  expense  of 
proving  from  what  several  depositories  certain  an- 
cient writings  proposed  to  be  offered  in  evidence 
were  found.  But  the  writings  themselves  were  to 
be  received  only  "  if  and  so  far  as  they  were  re- 
"  spectively  admissible  evidence."  By  the  same 
admissions,  proof  of  the  execution  of  modem 
deeds  was  dispensed  with. 

On  the  part  of  the  Respondents  a  terrier  was 
produced  from  the  registry  of  the  Archdeacon 
of  Brecon,  within  whose  archdeaconry  the  parish 
of  Llanbister  is  situate,  made  on  the  17th  of 
March,  1720,  and  renewed  and  confirmed,  and 
signed  by  the  vicar,  curate,  churchwardens,  and 
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seventeen  of  the  principal  parishioners  of  Llan-  ISfll. 
bister,  on  the  4th  of  October,  1757-  The  follow* 
ing  are  among  the  most  important  of  its  con- 
tents :  —  Easter-offerings  are  payable  to  the  vicar 
by  every  inhabitant  qf  the  parish^  and  four-pence 
is  payable  yearly  to.  the  parish  clerk  or  sexton^ 
by  every  housekeeper  in  the  parish  "  who  farms  " 
[lands  of  the  value  of]  "forty  shillings  per  an- 
"  num,  or  keeps  a  team :"  the  tenth  of  all  corn 
and  grain  raised  in  the  said  parish^  except  within  the 
manor  qf  Gollony  is  due  in  kind ;  and  other  articles 
are  titheable  in  a  customary  manner :  *<  but  in 
"  that  parte  of  the  said  parishe  which  is  in  the 
<*  said  lordship  or  manor  of  Gollon,  being  abbey 
<*  lands^  there  is  but  the  moiety  of  one  halfe  parte 
**  of  all  the  tithes  before  mentioned  due  and  pay- 
**  able  by  the  ctistom  of  the  said  manor  J^  This  was 
the  only  documentary  evidence. 

The  testimony  of  witnesses  was  also  read  on  tbe 
part  of  the  Respondents. 

William  Lewis,  aged  seventy-two,  was  bom  in 
the  parish  of  Llanbister,  and  had  known  it  ever 
since  his  infancy;  was,  for  about  twenty  years, 
"  vestry  clerk  of  the  said  parish ;  **  rented  and  oc- 
cupied the  farm  in  question,  called  Kefn  Pawl 
Farm,  belonging  to  the  Appellant,  for  about  eight 
years,  and  quitted  it  about  six  years  before  his 
examination.  His  testimony  is  to  the  following 
effect :  —  The  parish  of  Llanbister  consists  of  two 
divisions,  called  the  Upper  Division  and  the  Lower 
Division;  the  former  comprising  two  townships, 
railed  Gollon  and  Kefn  Pawl.  The  farm  in  ques- 
tion, and  that  part  of  Llwyngoch  Hill  over  which 
the  occupier  of  the  farm  has  right  of  common, 
are  situate  in   the   upper  division  of  the  parish. 
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idsr.  The  upper  division  supports  its  own  poor*  Occck 
piers  within  the  same  pay  their  poor-mtes  and 
church-rates  to  overseers  and  churchwardens  ap- 
pointed for  that  division.  Whilst  the  witness 
occupied  the  farm,  **  he  was  in  the  habit  of  so 
**  paying  the  church-rates,  and  of  attending  meet* 
"  i^g^  of  the  parish  of  Llanbister^  for  the  purpose 
**  of  settling  the  parish  accounts/*  "  The  town- 
**  ships  of  GoUon  and  Kefn  Pawl  are  in  the  habit 
^'  of  bearing  and  paying  one  third  of  the  churcb- 
"  rates." 

William  Williams,  aged  fifty-seven  years,  who 
stated  that  he  had  resided  in  the  parish  of  Llan- 
bister  since  he  was  three  or  four  years  old ;  filed 
the  situation  of  "  vestry  clerk  qf  the  said  parish*^ 
for  about  thirty  years,  and  that  of  <<  parish  clerk 
"  qf  the  said  parish  for  about  twenty  years  ;"  and 
has  served  other  offices  in  the  hundred  withm 
which  the  parish  is  situate,  as  well  as  within  the 
parish  itself;  and  he  spoke  from  his  own  know- 
ledge, and  also  from  information  which  he  had 
frequently  received  from  parishioners  named 
Thomas  Jones,  Edward  Meredith,  and  Evan  Jones, 
who  died,  the  first  about  ten  years,  the  second 
four  or  five  years,  and  the  third  about  ten  or 
twelve  years,  before  the  examination  of  the  witness, 
at  the  respective  ages  of  eighty  or  thereabout, 
nearly  ninety,  and  seventy-four  or  seventy-five, 
and  from  several  other  aged  peq)le,  many  of  whom 
were  dead  when  the  witness  was  examined.  The 
purport  of  his  testimony  is  as  follows:  — The 
farm  in  question  is  situate  in  the  parish  of  Lan- 
bister  and  township  of  Kefn  Pawl.  Poor-rates 
and  church-rates  for  the  said  farm  and  the  com- 
mon appurtenant  thereto  have  always,  so  long  as 
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the  witness  can  recollect,  been  paid  by  the  ocoi-  IMI. 
piers  thereof  to  overseers  of  the  poor  and  churdi- 
wvdens  a{^ointed  for  the  upper  division  of  the 
parish.  The  witness  had  received  the  tithes  of  the 
parish  of  Saint  Harmon,  for  the  persons  entitled 
thereto,  fiu*  thirteen  or  fourteen  years,  down  to  the 
last  year  before  his  examination.  Great  part  qf 
the  parish  qf  Saint  Harmon  is  within  the  manor 
^  GoUan  ?  and  the  witness  always  received  iull 
tithes  Jram  the  occupiers  qfsuch  parts  qfthe  parish 
cs  lie  within  that  manor  ;  and  never  heard  any  ob- 
jections to  the  tithes  being  paid  in  full. 

On  the  part  of  the  Appellants  the  following 
evidence  was  produced :  — 

Charters  of  King  John,  Henry  the  Third,  and 
Edward  the  Third  j  whereby  the  abbey  of  Cwmhir, 
instituted  for  monks  of  the  Cistercian  order,  was 
endowed  with  (^inter  alia)  the  manor  of  **  Gollon,^ 
and  lands  called  Kefh  PawL  A  book  lodged  in  the 
British  Museum,  from  an  entry  in  which  it  appears, 
that,  in  1223,  the  collegiate  church  of  Abergwylly 
was  founded,  for  secular  priests,  and  endowed  with 
several  advowsons,  among  which  was  **  the  church 
<*  of  Llanbister  ;'*  from  another  entry  it  appears, 
that,  by  a  charter  of  12999  six  advowsons  were 
granted  by  the  crown  to  the  Bishop  of  St  David's, 
to  be  by  him  annexed  to  the  churches  of  Aber- 
gwylly and  St  David's.  One  of  the  six  was  called 
the  church  of  "  KoUan/' 

Minister's  accounts,  from  Michaelmas  in  the 
thirtieth  year  of  King  Henry  the  Eighth  to  the 
Michaelmas  following,  of  the  **  lordships,  manors, 
**  lands,  and  tenements,  and  other  possessions  what- 
**  soever,  as  well  temporal  as  spiritual,  belonging 
^*  to  the  monastery,"  of  Cwmhir,  which  had  been 
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1881.  dissolved  in  the  twenty-seventh  year  of  the  reigning 
king.  "The  demesne  lands"  are  mentioned  as 
demised  to  John  Turner,  gentleman,  at  the  yearly 
rent  of  10^.  Under  the  head  of  "  Rents  in  GoUon," 
are  specified  eighty-one  tenements,  let  to  different 
tenants,  at  rents  amounting  to  17/*  14fS.  Td.^  which, 
with  l%s.  Sd.  for  the  rent  of  twenty-eight  bushels 
of  oatmeal,  "  price  of  the  bushel  8rf.,"  makes  the 
total  of  rents  in  Gollon  18/.  13^.  3d.  Among  the 
tenements  in  Gollon  are  "  Keven  y  Pawle,"  in  the 
tenure  of  Tevan  David  ap  Tevan,  at  the  yearly 
rent  of  3^.  4i/. ;  and  another  "  Kevan  y  Pawle," 
in  the  tenure  of  Meredith  David  Phillips,  at  the 
yearly  rent  of  5s.  id. 

A  Grant  by  King  Henry  the  Eighth,  in  the 
thirty-seventh  year  of  his  reign,  to  Walter  Hendley 
and  John  Williams,  of  part  of  the  possessions  of 
the  dissolved  abbey  of  Cwmhir,  comprising  the 
scite  and  demesne  lands  of  the  monastery:  amongst 
other  rents,  the  rent  of  twenty-eight  bushels  of 
oatmeal  is  mentioned. 

A  Grant  by  King  Henry  the  Eighth,  in  the 
thirty-eighth  year  of  his  reign,  to  George  Owen 
and  John  Bridges,  of  other  part  of  the  possessions 
of  the  dissolved  abbey  ;  viz.,  the  manor  of  Gollon 
and  certain  parcels  of  land  in  the  town,  fields,  or 
parish  [villas  campisy  seu  par oc hid]  of  Gollon. 

A  Licence  granted  by  King  Edward  the  Sixth, 
in  the  first  year  of  his  reign,. for  persons  claiming 
under  the  grant  of  37  Hen.  VHI.,  to  alienate  the 
premises  thereby  granted,  situate  in  the  manor  of 
Gollon,  with  appurtenances  lately  belonging  to  the 
abbey  of  Cwmhir. 

Inquisitio  post  mortem,  in  the  second  year  of 
Queen  Elizabeth,  on  the  death  of  John  Williams. 


ON   APPEALS   AND    WRITS   OF   ERROR.  489 

The  scite  and   demesne  lands  of  the  dissolved       1831. 
monastery,  are  among  the  'property  of  which  he  is 
«aid  to  have  died  seised. 

Indenture  of  covenant,  dated  7th  of  May,  1565, 
whereby  Nicholas  Williams  covenanted  to  convey 
and  assure,  to  William  Fowler  and  his  heirs,  the 
manor  of  GoUon,  the  scite  and  demesne  lands  of 
the  monastery,  **  and  divers  other  lands  and  tene- 
<*  ments  in  the  town,  fields,  and  parishes  of  Llan- 
**  bister,  Gollon,  and  Cwmhie/' 

Indenture  of  feoffment,  dated  25th  of  May, 
1565 ;  whereby  the  same  were  conveyed  and  as- 
sured accordingly. 

A  Licence  granted  by  Queen  Elizabeth,  in  the 
eighth  year  of  her  reign,  for  Nicholas  Williams  and 
Mably  his  wife  to  alienate  the  manor  of  Gollon, 
the  scite  and  demesne  lands  of  the  dissolved  mo-  . 
nastery,  and  divers  tenements  in  Gollon,  to  William 
Fowler  and  Edward  Herbert  and  their  heirs. 
There  was  no  description  of  parcels  otherwise 
than  as  in  fines  and  recoveries. 

An  extract  from  the  Parliamentary  Surveys  of 
ecclesiastical  benefices,  made  during  the  Common- 
wealth of  England  (A.D.  1648 — 1658),  beginning 
thus :  —  "  All  that  prebend  or  parsonage  of  Llan- 
**  bister,  in  the  county  of  Radnor,  together  with  all 
**  tything,  corne,  fruits,  offerings,  oblacons,  porcons 
<<  of  tyth^  commodities,  emoluments,  advantages, 
^*  issue,  pffitts.,  and  hereditaments  whatsoever  or 
•*  wheresoever.** 

The  title  of  the  terrier  of  the  17th  of  March, 
1720,  and  4th  of  October,  1757*  before  produced 
on  the  part  of  the  Respondents,  in  the  following 
words;  viz.,  "A  true,  full,  and  perfect  terrier,  of  the 
<<  vicarage-house,  outhouses,  buildings,  glebe-lands, 
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lasi.       <<  and  of  all  and  all  manner  of  tithes,  rate-tithes, 

^^^]^      ^*  portions  of  tithes,  and  all  other  profits,  dues, 

<^  <<  duties,  and  customs  belongini;  and  paid  unto  the 

/<  prebendary  and  vicarage  of  Llanbister,  in  the 

^<  county  of  Radnor,  as  foUoweth ;  viz." 

The  terrier  sets  forth,  in  detail,  the  various  pro- 
fits of  the  rectory  and  vicarage  respectively ;  and 
states,  that  all  arise  within  the  parish  of  Llanbister. 

Title-deeds,  in  which  the  possessions  of  the  dis- 
solved abbey,  comprising  the  lands  in  question,  are 
described  as  situate  in  the  parish  of  Llanbister. 
In  some  of  the  deeds,  of  modern  dates,  the  advow- 
sons  of  the  curacy  of  the  chapel  of  Cwmliir  is 
among  the  parcels,  and  the  word  **  tithes^'  is  among 
the  "general  words  added  to  the  parcels, "  followed, 
by  the  words  "  within  the  said  manor  of  GoUon," 
or  "  within  the  several  parishes,  townships,  vil- 
« lages,  hamlets,  territories,  precincts,  or  places 
«*  of  *'  (among  others)  "  Cwmhir,  Llanbister,  and 
*<  Keven  y  Pawl  or  Cefn  Pawl/' 

Leases  granted,  by  the  Fowler  family,  one  in 
the  year  1734,  one  in  1754,  two  in  1755,  and  one 
in  1764,  0f  the  lands  in  question,  described  as 
situate  in  the  parish  of  Llanbister^  at  certain  money 
rents,  together  with  tithes  of  kids,  geese,  and  pigs, 
formerly  paid  to  the  monastery  of  Cwmhir,  or  with 
oth^  chapel-dues. 

Two  nominations,  by  the  Fowler  family,  to  the 
curacy  of  the  Abbey  Chapel,  described  as  in  the 
parish  of  Llanbister. 

Accounts  of  stewards  of  the  Fowler  family; 
showing  the  receipt  of  pigs,  poultry,  and  other 
^  chapel-dues. 

A  record  of  proceedings  in  the  Court  of  the 

.Archdeacon  of  Brecon,  by  a  curate  of  the  Abbey 

Chapel,  in  the  year  1791,  to  recover  chapel-dues 
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from  the  occupier  of  a  farm  in  the  upp^  division 
of  the  parish  of  Llanbister. 

Accounts  of  parish-officers ;  from  which  it  ap^ 
pears»  that  the  collection  of  rates  for  the  upper  and 
for  the  lower  division  is  distinct}  but  the  same 
accounts  contain  disbursements  for  sacramental 
bread  and  wine  for  the  chapel,  which  is  situate  in 
the  upper  division,  and  for  the  church,  which  lies 
in  the  lower  division. 

The  parol  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  Appellant 
was  directed,  partly  to  authenticate  document^, 
but  principally  to  show  particulars  in  which  the 
upper  division  of  the  parish  of  Llanbister  may  be 
considered  a  district  separate  from  the  lower  divi>- 
sion. 

Among  the  witnesses  deposing  as  to  these  par- 
ticulars was  William  Lewis,  who  was  also  examined 
on  the  part  of  the  Respondents  as  above  stated. 
The  Jesuit  of  his  testimony  appears  to  be  as 
follows : — 

The  manor  of  XxoUon  extends  over  a  tract  of 
country  sixty  miles  in  circumference,  comprehend- 
ing  two  entire  townships,  and  parts  of  five  oth» 
townships.  The  township  called  GoUon  lies  within 
the  hundred  of  Knighton ;  and  the  township  of 
Kefn  Pawl^  within  the  hundred  of  Kefii  Llys. 
These  two  townships,  though  in  different  hundreds, 
are  united  for  many  purposes,  and  are  together 
generally  known  by  the  appellation  of  "  the  Upper 
•*  Division  of  the  parish  of  Llanbister,"  or  "  GoUon 
**  Division,"  or  simply  "  Gollon."  The  Appel- 
lant's  farm  is  in  the  township  of  Kefh  Pawl. 

The  inhabitants  of  the  Gollon  or  upper  division 
of  the  parish  have,  from  time  immemorial,  con* 
tributed  one  third  part  of  the  expense  of  the 
repairs  of  Llanbister  church  :  for  which  compul- 
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18S1.  sory  rates  have  been  levied.  There  has  always 
been  a  churchwarden  for  the  upper  division,  dis- 
tinct from  the  churchwarden  for  the  lower  division, 
of  Llanbister.  But  the  witness  considers  and 
believes  that  the  churchwarden  for  the  lower  divi- 
sion has  a  right,  and  is  bound  if  necessary,  in  con- 
junction with  the  churchwarden  for  GoUon,  to 
compel  the  payment  of  church-rates  by  the  inhabit- 
ants of  the  upper  division. 

Within  two  hundred  yards  of  the  ruins  of  the 
Abbey  Cwmhir,  stands  a  chapel  called  Abbey 
Cwmhir  Chapel.  This  chapel  was  built  by  Sir 
WUliam  Fowler,  between  two  and  three  hundred 
years  ago,  1.  e.  shortly  after  his  having  purchased 
the  Abbey  Cwmhir  estate  from  the  grantees  of  the 
Crown.  It  has  a  burying-ground  and  a  baptismal 
font :  and  marriages,  baptisms,  and  funerals  have 
taken  place  there.  The  Fowler  family,  continuing 
owners  of  the  Abbey  Cwmhir  estate,  kept  the 
chapel  in  repair  at  their  private  expense,  until 
about  thirty-five  years  ago.  It  being  then  in  a 
state  of  decay,  and  Mrs.  Hodges,  owner  of  the 
estate  (who  was  the  sui*viving  sister  of  Sir  Hans 
Fowler),  refusing  to  repair  the  same,  the  witness, 
Mr.  William  Lewis,  represented  the  matter  "  to 
"  the  principal  inhabitants  of  the  lower  division 
"  of  the  said  parish  of  Llanbister."  Upon  his 
application,  it  was  agreed  that  two  thirds  of  the 
expense  of  the  repairs  should  be  borne  by  the 
inhabitants  of  the  lower  division  of  the  parish,  and 
the  remaining  third  by  the  inhabitants  of  the  upper 
division.  The  contribution  by  the  former,  on  that 
occasion,  was  voluntary.  But  the  two  divisions 
have  ever  since  borne,  in  the  same  proportion,  the 
expense  of  keeping  the  chapel  in  repair. 
Each  division  of  the  parish  maintains  its  own 
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poor:  and  paupers  have  occasionally  been  removed       1881. 
from  one  to  the  other. 

The  same  witness  spoke  to  the  fact  of  a 
twentieth  part  of  the  produce,  or  half-tithe  only, 
having  been  paid  for  lands  in  the  townships  of 
Gollon  and  Kefn  Pawl,  and  for  the  rest  of  the 
lands  in  the  manor  of  Gollon ;  excepting  for  the 
Abbey  Farm,  which  pays  a  modus  of  13^.  4fd.  a 
year ;  and  excepting  for  lands  in  the  parish  qf  St. 
Harmon^  which  pay  full  tithes. 

The  Rev.  John  Picton  George,  curate  of  the 
chapel,  ''  considers  the  district  or  place  called 
"  Gollon,  in  the  county  of  Radnor,  to  be  a  parish  of 
"  itself,"  and  says,  such  is  "  the  general  reput- 
"  ation."  But  "  he  doth  not  remember  to  have 
'<  heard  any  old  person  now  deceased  express  any 
"  opinion  or  belief  on  the  subject,  one  way  or  the 
•*  other."  He  says,  "  there  is  a  chapel  at  Gollon, 
in  the  county  of  J^adnor,  very  near  the  ruins  of 
the  ancient  abbey  there,  which  chapel  is  usually 
"  called  either  Abbey  Cwmhir,  or  Abbey  Cwmhir 
"  Chapel,  or  Abbey  Cwmhir  Church." 

He  states,  however,  that  he  is  "  perpetual 
"  curate  '*  of  this  "  Chapel,"  and,  as  such,  "  is  en- 
<'  titled  to  annual  paymients,  under  the  denomination 
"  of  chapel'dueSf  from  the  occupiers,  for  the  time 
"  being,  of  lands  and  tenements  within  the  town- 
**  ships  of  Gollon  and  Kefti  Pawl  j"  setting  forth, 
in  detail,  the  sum  payable  for  every  such  tene- 
ment The  amount  of  these,  with  augmentations 
of  the  cure  by  Queen  Anne's  bounty,  constitute 
all  the  income  of  his  office. 
•  A  supplemental  cause  between  the  same  parties, 
founded  on  events  which  happened  after  the  in- 
stitution of  the  original  suit,  W4|s  ordered  to  be 
heard  on  bill  and  answers. 
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1851.  The  origins^  and  supplemental  causes  came  on 

*^^^'      to  be  heard  together,  before  Sir  William  Alexander, 
9.  then  Lord  Chief  Baron,  on  the  S6th  of  January,  the 

""•"•^    4th,  6th,  and  10th  of  May,  and  28th  of  June, 

On  the  24th  of  November,  1830,  the  Lord 
Chief  Baron  pronounced  his  decree,  whereby  it 
was  referred  to  one  of  the  masters  of  the  Court  of 
Exchequer,  to  take  an  account  of  the  tithes,  as 
well  small  as  great,  of  the  several  titheable  matters 
had,  by  the  Defendant  Stephen  Pugh  and  by  the 
now  Appellant  Thomas  Wilson,  respectively,  from 
the  lands  and  commons  in  the  pleadings  mentioned, 
in  every  year,  since  Michaelmas  Day  1825,  being 
the  period  at  which  a  composition  in  the  pleadings 
mentioned  was  determined  :  And  the  Master  was 
also  to  take  an  account  of  barren  and  unprofitable 
cattle  and  sheep  kept,  by  the  same  parties  respec- 
tively, on  their  said  respective  lands  and  commons, 
since  the  period  aforesaid,  and  of  the  value  of  the 
agistment  thereof:  And  the  said  master  was  to 
set  a  value  upon  the  tithes  of  the  said  titheable 
matters  and  agistment,  and  ascertain  the  sums 
due  from  the  said  parties,  respectively,  for  the 
same:  And  it  was  ordered  and  decreed,  that 
what  should  be  found  (due  from  the  said  par- 
ties, respectively,  upon  taking  the  said  accounts, 
should  be  answered  and  paid  by  them,  respectively, 
to  the  present  Respondents :  And  it  was  further 
ordered  and  decreed,  that  the  Respondents'  bills 
should  be  dismissed,  as  against  the  Defendant 
David  Lloyd,  with  costs.  But  the  Court  did  not 
think  fit  to  give  any  costs,  to  either  of  the  other 
parties,  up  to  and  including  that  decree.  And 
the  cause  was  to  be  continued  in  the  paper  of 
causes,  to  be  further  heard  on  the  coming  in  of 
the  Master's  report :  until  which  time,  the  Court 
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reserved  the  consideration  of  the  subsequent  costs       18S1. 
of  the  suit. 

The  appeal  was  from  this  decree. 

For  the  Appellants, 

Mr.  Boteler  and  Mr.  Swann. 

It  appears  from  the  grant  of  King  Edward  I.  to 
David,  Lord  Bishop  of  St.  David's,  A.  D.  1299, 
that  there  was  a  church,  and  consequently  a  parish, 
of  Kollan  (Gollon)  in  the  diocese  of  St  David's  at 
that  time.  And  the  grant  of  King  Henry  VIII. 
to  George  Owen  and  John  Bridges  (37  Hen.  VIII.) 
of  the  manor  of  Gollon,  and  the  licence  of  King 
£dward  VI.  to  George  Owen,  to  alienate  the 
manor  of  Gollon  to  John  Williams  and  John  Gre-* 
sham  (1  £dw.  IV.),  and  the  covenant  by  Nicholas 
Williams  to  convey  the  manor  of  Gollon  to  William 
Fowler  and  Edward  Herbert,  all  use  tlie  terms 
"  parish  ofGoUon^^  so  that  it  my  be  inferred  from 
these  documents  that  the  manor  of  Gollon,  at  the 
date  of  these  various  instruments,  constituted  a 
parish  of  itself,  and  was  no  part  of  the  various 
parishes  within  which  it  has  been  reputed  in 
modern  times  to  be  situate. 

The  townships  of  Gollon  and  Cefn  Pawl,  al» 
though  reputed  in  modern  times  to  be  part  of  the 
parish  of  Llanbister,  yet  are  treated  as  a  separate 
division  of  the  parish,  are  separately  perambulated, 
have  a  separate  churchwarden,  levy  by  themselves 
a  fixed  proportion  of  the  church  rate,  and  maintain 
their  poor  separately  from  the  other  division  of  the 
parish.  The  chapel  of  Abbey  Cwm-hire  has  the 
parochial  rights  of  baptism,  burial,  and  marriage 
belonging  to  it  Baptisms  and  burials  still  take 
place  there,  but  marriages  have  not  been  solemnized 
in  it  of  late  years.  • 

It  appears  from  the  deeds  of  agreement  with  the 
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1881.  convents  of  Strata  Florida  and  Alba  Landa,  that  it 
was  not  UNUSUAL  in  the  diocese  of  St  David's,^r 
monastic  bodies  to  enjoy  a  part  of  the  tithes  of  their 
awn  lands.  The  abbey  of  Cwm-hire  was  of  the 
same  order  (the  Cistercian)  as  the  convents  of 
Strata  Florida  and  Alba  Landa. 

The  Abbey  of  Cwm-hire  was  seised  of  part  of 
the  tithes  of  its  own  lands  may  be  inferred,  — 
1.  From  the  minister's  accounts  of  the  possessions 
of  the  abbey,  30  &  31  Henry  VIIL  (purporting  to 
be  an  account  of  its  possessions,  temporal  as  well 
as  spiritual),  where  the  reservation  of  twenty-eight 
bushels  of  oatmeal  from  its  lands  in  the  manor  of 
GoUen,  valued  at  18^.  8c?.,  being  one  twentieth  of 
the  whole  value  of  the  lands,  including  the  oat- 
meal, ISA  13^.  4tf.  points  out  strongly  that  the  oat- 
meal was  a  payment  in  respect  of  the  abbey's 
moiety  of  the  tithes  of  its  lands  in  the  manor  o{ 
Gollen.  2.  From  the  mention  of  "  tithes "  in 
some  of  the  title-deeds  of  the  Fowler  family. 
3.  From  the  reservation  of  certain  tithes  in  the 
leases  granted  by  the  Fowler  family,  of  lands  within 
the  manor  of  Gollen,  part  of  the  possessions  of  the 
abbey,  "  as  the  same  had  been  accustomed  to  be 
**  paid  to  the  abbots  of  the  Monastery  of  Cwn- 
**  hire."  4.  From  the  payment  of  chapel-dues 
from  this  land  which  had  belonged  to  the  Abbey  of 
Cwm-hire,  to  the  Fowler  family;  but  which  chapel- 
dues,  for  many  years  past,  have  been  received  by 
the  curate  of  the  chapel.  These  chapel-dues  may 
be  a  render  in  lieu  of  the  oatmeal  mentioned  in  the 
minister's  accounts  ;  that  the  render  is  of  a  spiritual 
nature  appears  from  the  proceedings  in  the  Eccle- 
siastical Court  to  enforce  the  payment  of  it. 

The  nomination  of  the  curate  to  the  Chapel  of 
Cwm-hire  by  the  Fowler  family,  is  a  proof  of  its 
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independence  of  the  parish  of  Llanbister,  and  of      1831. 
an  appropriation  of  tithes  to  the  abbey  of  Cwm- 
hire,  to  whose  possessions  the  Fowler  family  sue-  » 

ceeded,  such  nominations  properly  belonging  to 
those  to  whom  the  tithes  are  appropriated.  The 
nomination  to  the  chapel  should  hlive  been  in  the 
prebendary  of  Llanbister,  if  it  was  a  chapel  be- 
longing to  that  parish. 

The  non-render  of  one  moiety  of  the  tithes  of 
GoUen  and  Cefn  Pawl  to  the  prebendary  of  Llan- 
bister,  as  far  back  as  any  history  goes,  is  undis- 
puted ;  and  the  withholding  of  one  moiety,  whilst 
the  other  moiety  is  paid,  is  very  different  from  a 
mere  non-render  of  any  tithes  which  may  be  sup- 
posed to  have  arisen  from  neglect  or  accident 
The  payment  of  one  moiety  of  tithes  excludes  the 
possibility  of  any  supposition  of  neglect  or  acci- 
dent There  must  have  been  a  legal  foundation 
for  the  withholding  of  the  other  moiety;  and 
where  there  is  so  much  evidence  that  the  manor  of 
GoUen  was  formerly  a  parish  of  itself,  and  that  the 
Abbey  of  Cwm-hire  was  owner  of  one  moiety  of 
the  tithes  of  the  manor  of  GoUen,  the  House  will  be 
anxious  to  refer  the  withholding  of  the  last  moiety 
of  tithes  to  these  foundations,  or  one  of  them. 

The  language  of  the  terriers  of  Llanbister  and 
Llandewy  Istradenny,  and  of  the  Parliamentary 
Survey,  favour  the  notion  of  the  prebendery  of 
Llanbister's  being  a  mere  portionist  of  tithes  in  the 
manor  of  GoUen. 

The  Respondents'  bUl  ought  to  be  dismissed,  as 
regards  the  moiety  of  the  tithes  of  the  Appellant's 
farm  and  lands  which  is  in  dispute,  or  at  least 
there  ought  not  to  be  a  decree  for  an  account  of 
such  moiety  of  tithes,  without  the  Respondents 
first  establishing  their  title  to  it  at  law.    The  bill 
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1831.       ought  also  to  be  dismissed  as  regards  the  moiety  of 
the  tithes  not  in  dispute ;  the  Respondents  actually 

^ receiving  a  composition  for  them.     And  the  dis- 

missal  of  the  bill,  it  is  submitted,  ought  to  be  with 
costs.  If  there  is  any  decree  against  the  Appellant, 
it  ought  to  be^  upon  the  footing  of  the  parochial 
moduses  mentioned  in  the  Llanbister  terrier^  as  far 
as  regards  the  tithes  covered  by  such  moduses; 
the  Respondents  themselves  having  adduced  that 
terrier  in  evidence. 
For  the  Respondents, 
Mr.  Treshve  and  Mr.  Haslewood. 
The  Appellant  admits  that,  <<  in  modern  times,'* 
the  lands  in  question  **  have,  by  reputation,  been 
^*  considered  to  be  within  the  parish  of  Llanbister ;" 
and  fails  to  prove  that  they  are  not  so  in  fact.  The 
Appellant  has  not  attempted  to  show,  in  conformity 
with  his  answer,  that  the  lands  lie  within  a  parish 
commensurate  with  the  manor  of  Gollon.  And  if 
from  the  evidence  a  probability  arises,  that  the 
upper  or  Gollon  division  of  Llanbister  (which  is  a 
small  portion  only  of  the  manor  of  Gollon)  was 
once  a  distinct  parish,  a  stronger  probability  fol- 
lows, that  it  was  incorporated  with  Llanbister  at  a 
very  remote  period.  No  trace  is  discernible  of  a 
chapel  having,  on  such  an  union,  been  endowed 
with  tithes.  On  the  contrary,  the  present  Abbey 
Cwmhir  chapel  appears  to  have  been  built  by  a 
landlord,  for  the  convenience  of  his  tenants  resid- 
ing at  a  considerable  distance  from  their  parish 
church  *,  in  substitution  for  a  monastery,  recently 
dissolved,  at  which  they  had  been  accustomed  to . 
attend  divine  service:  it  remained. a  simple  dona- 
tive  in  his  family  until  augmented  by  Que^  Anne'ii 
Bounty  t  J  and  its  minister  appears  to' have  beeiB 

•  1  Burn,  E.  L.  297.  t  See  2  Burn,  E.  L.'229,  .280.  68. 
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^sopported  originally  by  indirect,  and  subsequently       1881. 
by  direct,  contributions  of  the  tenants  for  whom  it 
was  designed. 

Having  baptism  and  sepulture-  (originally  con- 
oeded,  as  must  be  presumed,  by  the  vicar,  with  the 
consent  of  the  bishop  and  patron),  this  may  be  a 
parochial  chapel;  and,  with  regard  to  spiritual 
concerns,  such  a  chapel  is  scarcely  distinguishable 
from  a  church.  But  its  temporal  appendages  are 
widely  different  *  The  curate  of  such  a  chapel  is 
not  entitled  to  tithes  of  common  right,  though 
capable  of  holding  them  by  actual  endowment ; 
and  is  more  frequently  (as  in  the  present  instance) 
supported  by  a  temporal  revenue,  t  The  inhabit* 
ants  of  a  district,  by  exclusively  frequenting  a 
parochial  chapel  and  keeping  it  in  repair,  are  not 
rendered  less  chargeable  for  repairs  of  the  mother 
church  {Anon.  17  Vm.  SJQ.  pL  9.)^>  hot*  ^Y  main- 
taining the  capellan  at  their  sole  charge,  are  they 
relieved  from  rendering  tithes  to  the  incumbent  of 
the  church.  §  Accordingly,  the  inhabitants  of  the 
townships  of  GoUon  and  Cefn  Pawl  have  always 
been  subject  to  compulsory  church  rates,  and  to 
payment  of  tithes,  both  great  and  small,  to  the 
rector  or  vicar  of  Llanbister.  Whether  the  proper 
quantum  of  tithes  has  been  paid,  is  a  point  to  be 
separately  considered. 

The  appointment  of  distinct  officers,  and  the 
levying  of  distinct  rates,  for  different  divisions  of 
the  parish,  the  maintenance  of  its  own  poor  by 
each  division,  and  the  consequent  removal  of 
paupers  from  one  to  the  other,  are  not  peculiar  to 

♦  See  1  Burn,  E.  L.  299,  300^' 
-' t  See  1  Buni,  £.  L.  300  and  301.-  t  ^^^  ^  Burn,  £.  L.  SOi. 
vf  See'l  Burn,  Is.  L:  301  and  303.  305. 
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18di.  Llmbister.  Such  arrangements  are  authoriced  by 
the  statute  13  &  14  Car.  2.  c.  12» ;  and  have  been 
^  repeatedly  recognised  and  sustained  by  courts  of 
law*  -^  Nicholk  v.  fFalker,  Cro.  Car.  894.  (  Anon. 
T.  Raym.  476. ;  The  King  v«  Inhabitants  i^Leigk^ 
3  T.  R.  746. }  The  King  v.  NeweO,  4  T.  B.  266.— 
Xn  lianbister,  sacramental  bread  and  wine  for  the 
oburcb  are  provided*  and  Easter  dues  to  the  vicar 
and  a  salary  to  the  parish  clerk  are  paid,  hj 
parishioners,  without  regard  to  the  district  or  divi^ 
sion  in  which  they  reside ;  and  the  parish  aoeounls 
are  settled  at  general  meetings  of  parishioners.* 

The  Appellant  has  failed  to  prove  that  the 
Abbey  Cwmhir  was  endowed  with  a  moiety  of  the 
tithes  in  question.  The  charters  of  endowment 
have  been  produced,  and  found  not  to  contain 
tithes  or  any  property  of  which  tithes  are  a  fruit 
And,  on  the  dissolution  of  the  abbey,  no  tidies 
were  among  its  possessions,  of  which  an  account 
was  rendered,  by  the  proper  minister,  to  King 
Henry  the  Eaghth.  The  Appellant  has  failed  to 
prove  a  title  in  himself  to  a  moiety  of  the  tithes  in 
question.  The  Appellant's  claim  (which  is  pro* 
pounded  with  some  uncertainty)  seems  to  wear 
a  double  aspect,  i.  e.  be  claims  to  be  either  seised 
<^the  impropriate  rectory  of  a  parish  distinct  from 
Llanbister,  or  entitled  to  a  portion  of  tithes  in  the 
parish  of  Llanbister. 

The  same  evidences  of  title  are  necessary  to  an 
impropriate  rectoiy  as  to  an  advowson.  Still  more 
strict  proof  is  required  of  title  to  a  portion  ef 
tithes.  To  establish  a  composition  real  t,  or  ex- 
change of  tithes  for  other  property,  and,  ^Jartiari, 


•  See  mvgv.  NexDtU,  i  T.  R.  d66. 

t  Hatoes  y.  Swaine,  S  Bag.  &  Y.  S67.      Benneit  v.  Neat^ 
Wightw.  S24.    Bennett  ▼•  Sk^ngton,  3  Bag.  k  Y.  9S7. 
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to  establish  an  alienation  of  tithes  without  recom-  1881. 
pense%  either  the  original  deed  must  be  produced,  '^;^ 
or,  generally  speaking,  evidence  must  be  given  of  its  v- 
having  once  existed.  Such  evidence  has  never  been 
dispensed  with,  except  where  a  deed  of  alienation 
might  be  presumed  from  a  chain  of  conveyances 
reaching  back  for  centuries,  t  But  the  Appellant 
has  no  muniments  of  title  at  all.  Grants  of  King 
Henry  the  Eighth,  dated  the  28th  of  July,  1545, 
and  the  8th  of  October,  1546,  are  the  avowed 
basis  of  his  claim.  And,  supposing  the  crown  to 
have  been  (though  it  does  not  appear  to  have 
been)  seised  of  the  rectory  of  a  distinct  parish, 
within  which  the  Appellant's  lands  are  situate,  or 
of  a  portion  of  the  tithes  of  Llanbister  psu^ish,  nei- 
ther of  the  royal  grants  contained  words  sufficient 
to  convey  such  property  to  the  grantee& 

The  grantees  themselves  were  not  considered 
entitled  to  a  rectory  or  to  a  moiety  of  tithes.  For 
the  licences  to  alien  which  they  obtained  did 
not  include  property  of  either  kind :  nor  was  any 
such  found  among  their  possessions,  when  inquisi- 
tions were  taken  on  their  decease. 

As  far  as  appears  on  the  title-deeds  produced, 
none  of  the  parties  from  whom  the  Appellant  de- 
rives title  ever  made  the  moiety  of  tithes  now 
claimed^  or  any  rectory  or  tithes  whatever,  the 
subject  of  a  settlement,  will,  mortgage,  or  other 
conveyance. 

Though  the  Respondents  and  those  under  whom 
they  claim   have  been  accustomed  to  receive  a 

*  WoUeyv.  Piatt,  3  Eag.  &  Y.  1179,  1180.  Oxendenx. 
Skinner,  Id.  lS84v 

t  SccH  V.  Airey,  2  Eag,  &  Y.  342.  Strutt  v.  Baker,  Id.  421. 
Foxcrq/i  v.  Parris,  Id.  487.  Williams  v.  Bacon,  1  Sim.  h 
Stu.  415.     See  Norbiiry  \.  Meade,  3  Bli.  211. 
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1831.       moiety  only  of  their  legal  dues,  such  a  custom^ 
being  essentially  unreasonable,  is  not  obligatory. 
o-  _  The  witnesses  speak  to  usage  only  :  indeed,  pa- 

rol evidence  coufd  extend  no  farther.  And  there 
is  no  written  evidence,  of  a  right  to  retain  a  moiety 
of  the  tithes  in  question;  excepting  a  terrier, 
which  distinctly  states  such  retention  to  be  war* 
ranted  only  "  by  the  custom  of  the  manor." 

A  clue  to  the  origin  of  this  custom  is  afforded 
by  evidence  of  the  district  over  which  it  extends 
having  been  *«  abbey  lands,"  immediately  circum- 
jacent to  a  monastery.  As  the  monks  might,  with* 
out  difficulty,  have  occupied  these  lands,  and  would 
have  held  them  exempt  from  tithes  dum  propriis 
manibus  excolebanturj  it  was  not  unreasonable  for 
them  to  stipulate  with  the  incumbent  of  the  parish, 
that  their  tenants  should  be  subject  to  half-tithe 
only*  Such  an  arrangement,  once  made,  was 
likely  to  grow  into  an  immemorial  custom ;  and, 
as  the  manor  also  belonged  to  the  monastery,  the 
practice  of  the  abbot  and  his  tenants  would  be 
"  the  custom  of  the  manor." 

Such  motives  might  not  operate "  universally 
among  the  incumbents  of  the  neighbouring  pa^ 
rishes.  Thgs,  the  rector  of  St  Harmon's,  under 
a  conviction  that  the  monks  could  not  conveniently 
cultivate  lands  in  his  parish,  might  refuse  to  narrow 
his  legal  right 
Oct.  4.  The  Lord  Chancellor.  ^^The  question  in  this  case 

is  between  the  parson,  who  is  prebendary  of  Llan- 
bister  and  also  rector  of  the  parish  now  including 
Gollon,  and  the  owners  of  lands  in  GoUon,  who 
refuse  to  pay  more  than  one  twentieth  of  the  pro- 
duce of  their  lands  for  tithe,  upon  the  ground  that 
they  have  never  paid  more,  and  that  no  payment 
of  tithes  has  been  demanded  as  due  to  the  parson 
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from  the  owners  of  these  lands.    If  the  payment      issi. 
does  not  amount  to  ^  modus,  the  nonpayment,  or 

the  absence  of  a  claim  of  right,  is  unavailable. ; 

There  is  no  peculiarity  of  hardship  in  the  case  of 
these  parties.*  It  is  the  rule  of  law  universally  ap- 
plicable. The  parson  has,  by  common  law,  a  right 
to  tithes,  and  there  is  no  such  thing  as  a  prescrip- 
tive custom  de  non  decmando.  The  right  to  tithes 
follows  the  office,  and  if  it  could  be  proved  that 
there  had  been  in  no  instance,  since  1189>  a  per- 
ception of  tithes,  the  proof  would  be  immaterial. 
I  find  no  fault  with  the  judgment,  except  that  it 
puts  the  case  as  a  question  of  fact. 

A  custom  to  pay  one  twentieth  instead  of  a  tenth 
is  bad  in  law,  being  rank  as  a  modus,  and  the  Ap* 
pellailts  were  bound  to  show  the  legal  origin^  and 
commencement  of  the  custom.  Two  explanations 
have  been  suggested :  —  first,  that  Cefn  Pawl  for- 
merly belonged  to  a  separate  parish,  and  that  the 
parson  of  Llanbister  was  only  a  porjtioner  in  the 
adjoining  parish  of  GoUon,  and  that  as  parson  of 
Llanbister  he  could  only  prove  rights  co-extensive 
with  the  usage,  although  Llanbister  now  includes 
GoUon  by  Union ;  secondly,  that  the  abbey  of 
Cwmhir  has  always  had  the  moiety  of  the  tithes 
of  GoUon.  This  might  account  for  the  parson  of 
Llanbister  having  only  a  portion  of  the  tithes  ^ 
but  the  residue  of  the  tithes  is  not  accounted  for, 
and  the  proof  must  be  strict,  for  tithes  are  an  un- 
divided thing.  It  cannot  be  argued  so  as  to  ex- 
empt them  from  tithes,  that  one  twentieth  has  been 
usually  paid,  and  is  a  portion,  unless  it  is  shown 
how  the  other  twentieth  has  been  paid  as  another 
portion.  If  it  were  admitted  that  GoUon  and  Cefh 
Pawl  were  separate  parishes,  it  would  not  avail  the 
Appellants.     From  this  fact,  if  proved,* it  would 
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IBSI.  iMrt  fblloMT  that  the  parson  of  Llanbister  is  only  en- 
titled to  a  porticm  of  the  tithes  of  GoUon.  The 
burthen  of  proof  is  on  the*  Appellant,  and  unless 
ke  establishes  the  allegation,  that  the  twentieth 
k  a  portion,  he  cannot  succeed  in  ^his  claim  of 
exemption. 

If  the  abbey  of  Cwmhit  has  received  half  the 
^hes  of  OoUon  and  Cefii  Pawl,  and  the  fact  can 
be  proved^  tiiat  would  account  for  the  reduction  of 
the  tithe  to  the  parson  of  Llanbister.  But  there  is 
no  evidence  that  the  monastery  ever  had  the  right 
to  these  tithes^  or  the  perception  of  them. 

The  18^.,  being  a  money  payment,  might  have 
been  for  rent^  or  anything  else.  There  is  nothing 
in  direct  proof  that  this  was  a  payment  for  tithes. 
The  ailment  that  it  wts  so  is  a  matter  of  infer- 
ence. The  monks  of  the  abbey  of  Cwmhir  were 
lords  qH  the  manor  of  Gollon,  and  there  might  have 
been  a  chapelry  attached  to  the  abbey.  Gollon 
might  have  been  synonymous  with  Llanbister.  In 
the  north  of  England  a  parish  often  takes  a  name 
from  a  leading  township.  The  abbey  itself  being 
m  Gollon,  that  was  the  caput  haronuBj  and  this 
hypotiiesis  is  confirmed,  because  where  Gollon  is 
mentioned  Llanbister  is^  not,  and  vice  versd.  At 
all  events,  as  they  are  now  united,  although  they 
might  once  have  been  separate,  the  parson  does 
not  lose^  his  right.  He  has  as  much  right  to  all  the 
tithes  of  an  united  parish  as  to  the  tithes  of  any 
part ;  and,  whether  he  has  received  them  or  not,  the 
right  exists,  and  cannot  be  so  prescribed.  I  there- 
fore recommend  an  affirmance  of  the  judgment, 
but  without  costs. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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ENGLAND. 

(court  of  chancery.) 

William  Nicol AppeUant ; 


\  Respondents. 


Sir  Robert    Williams    Vaughan 
and  Others J 

Under  a  decree  for  the  admioistration  ot  assets,  N.,  a  creditor^ 
brought  Id  before  the  Master  a  claim  upon  a  bond  of  E.  K. 
the  testatrix,  and  M.  K.  her  sister,  for  12,000/.,  whereupon^ 
at  the  instance  of  the  parties  in  the  suit,  it  was  directed  that 
N.  should  be  examined  upon  interrogatories,  &c.  Upon  his 
examination  he  deposed,  that  the  bond  was  given  partly  for 
money  lent  and  partly  for  services,  but  was  unable  to  state 
the  proportions.  It  appeared  also  that  he  had  received  monies 
on  account  of  E.  K.  and  M.  E.,  and  that  he  had  taken  me- 
morandums  for  some  of  his  payments,  but  had  no  vouchers 
for  the  payments,  that  no  accounts  were  kept,  and  no  settle- 
ment took  place  before  the  execution  of  the  bond,  at  which 
time  the  vouchers  were  destroyed.  The  Master,  by  his  re* 
port,  certified  that  N.  was  the  confidential  friend  and  adviser 
of  Lady  E.  K.  for  many  years  before  her  death,  and  was  in 
the  habit  of  raising  money  for  her  use  by  procuring  loans 
from  €•  and  Co.,  who  were  her  bankers,  and  joining  with 
E.  K.,  and  her  sister  M.  K'.,  in  securities  to  C.  and  Co. : 
that  in  1813  2000/.  was  borrowed  of  C.  and  Co.  by  E.  K., 
and  that  N.  joined  in  a  bond  to  secure  the  repayment :  that, 
on  the  15th  day  of  July,  1815,  E.  K.  and  M.  K.,  by  the 
agency  of  N.,  borrowed  10,000/.  of  C.  and  Co.,  the  repay- 
ment of  which  was  secured  by  the  joint  bond  of  N.,  as 
surety,  witli  E.  K.  and  M.  K.:  that  the  bond  for  12,000^. 
was  executed  on  the  same  day :  that  the  solicitors  of  £.  K. 
and  M.  K.  were  not  consulted,  nor  any  professional  person 
present,  when  the  bond  was  executed :  and  that  it  had  been* 
submitted  to.  him,  under  these,  circumstances,  and  from  the 
evidence  of  letters  produced,  that  the  bond  for  12,000/.  wa^ 
an  indemnity  or  counter-seourity. 

VOL.  V.  MM 
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ISai*  (To  one  of  these  letters  from  N.  to  E.  K.,  dated  the  28tb  of 
January y  1815,  he  says, — **I  have  not  seen  Mr.Coutts  for 
**  several  months,  having  studiously  avoided  him,  because  I  had 
*'  not  followed  his  advice  in  taking  a  counter-security ,"  ftc.) 

Th«  Master  also  found  and  certified,  that  E.  K.,  by  her  will, 
bequeathed  to  N.  a  sum  of  2O001.  for  his  services,  and  upon 
consideration  of  the  esominarioii*  the  letters,  &c^  he  certified 
his  opinion  that  the  bond  was  not  a  bond  of  indemnity,  but  a 
voluntary  bond  given  to  N«  as  a  bounty  by  E.  K.  and  M.  K., 
wttboul  any  censidecation  having  been  paid  or  ghreo  for  tbe 
same.  Tbe  Plaintift  in  the  cause  excepted  to  this  report,  on 
the  ground  that  it  ought  ta  have  certified  that  the  bond  was 

.  given  as  an  indemnity.  N*  also  excepted  to  it»  upon  the 
ground  that  it  ought  to  have  certified  that  the  bond  was 
given,  partly  for  services,  and  partly  for  money  lent* 

N.  died  in  1828,  leaving  the  Appellant  his  personal  repre- 

-   sentative. 

The  cause  was  heard,  in  1829,  before  the  Master  of  the  Rolls 
upon  the  exceptions,  &c»,  when  issues  were  directed, 
I.  Whether  the  bond,  or  as  to  any  and  what  part  thereof, 
was  for  services  performed  by  N.,  &c.,  or  qs  to  any  and  what 
part  for  money  lent,  ftc.    2.  Whether  it  was  executed  as 

'  s  bond  of  indemnity  to  N.,  in  respect  of  the  bond  of  10,090/. 
to  C.  and  Co.,  in  whidi  N.  was  a  co-obligor,  or  in  respect  of 
any  other  engagement  into  which  N.  had  entered  as  a  secu* 
rity  for  E.  K.  and  M.  K.  S.  Whether  it  was  intended  as  a 
gktt,  Ac. 

Upon  appeal  against  the  order  directing  these  issues,  Held 
(reversing  the  order),  that  issues  ought  not  to  have  been  di- 
rected, but  that  the  Court  below  ought  to  have  decided  upon 

•  the  evidence  in  the  cause,  whether  it  was  a  bond  of  indem- 
nity, or  for  consideration,  or  gratuitous,  or  otherwise. 


Lady  ESSEX  KER,  by  her  will,  bearing  date 
the  28th  day  of  August,  1819,  after  directing  that 
the  whole  of  her  estate  and  property  of  every 
description,  situated  in  that  part  of  Great  Britain 
called  Scotland,  should  be  iK)ld  immediately  after 
her  decease,  and  the  produce  thereof  applied  in 
t)ayment  of  her  debts,  legacies,  and  funeral  ex- 
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penses,  bequeathed  her  leasehold  property,  con-  1831. 
sisting  of  the  house  she  lived  in,  situate  No.  248. 
Oxford  Street,  her  houses  Na  27.  New  Norfolk 
Streets  and  her  house  and  grounds  at  Old  Bromp- 
ton»  unto  Eleanor  Garrety,  since  deceased*  All 
the  resiclue  of  her  property,  the  testatrix  directed 
to  be  divided  into  four  equal  parts ;  and  she  gave 
one  fourth  part  thereof  to  Eleajior  Garrety,  since  . 
deceased ;  one  other  fourth  part  thereof  to  the 
several  charities  therein  named ;  one  other  fourth 
part  to  George,  late  Earl  of  Winchelsea  and  Not- 
tingham, since  deceased ;  and  the  remaining  fourth' 
part  thereof  to  the  Respondent,  Sir  Robert  Williams 
Vaughan,  and  appointed  the  last-named  Respond- 
ent and  George,  Earl  of  WincbeUea  and  Notting- 
ham, executors  of  her  will. 

The  testatrix  died  on  the  llth  day  of  Septemberi, 
ISlQt  without  having  altered  or  revoked  her  wilU 
which  was  proved  in  the  Prerogative  Court  of 
Canterbury  by  the  executors. 

In  the  year  1822,  George  Earl  of  Winchelsea 
and  Nottingham,  and  the  Respondent  Sir  Robert 
Williams  Vaughan,  filed  their  bill  of  complaint  in 
the  Court  of  Chancery  against  Eleanor  Garrety^ 
the  Attom^y^General,  the  Honourable  Henriettas 
BeUenden,  John  Bdlenden  Ker»  and  John  Bultiel^ 
praying  that  the  will  might  be  established,  and  the 
usual  accounts  taken  of  the  real  and  personal  estate 
of  the  testatrix. 

Soon  aflerwards  a  cross  bill  was  filed  in  the 
same  court  against  Sir  Robert  Williams  Vaughan, 
and  George  Earl  of  Winchelsea  and  Nottingham, 
by  Henrietta  BeUenden,  John  BeUenden  Ker,  and 
John  Bultie1»  stating,  amcM^st  other  things,  that  they 
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}SSI.  were  the  coheirs  at  law  of  Lady  Ess^x  Ker,  and  of 
Lady  Mary  Ker,  her  sfister,  who  died  shortly  before 
Lady  Essex  Ker,  and  that  as  such  co-lfeirs  they 
had  become,  and  then  were  entitled  to  divers  real 
estates  in  Scotland,  to  which  Lady  Mary  Ker  and 
Lady  Essex  Ker  were  respectively  entitled  at  their 
respective  deatiis,  and  which  liad  not  been  effec- 
tually devised  or  disposed  of  by  theni :  and  also 
stating,  that  Lady  Mary  Ker  and  Lady  Essex  Ker 
were,  at  the  time  of  t!>eir  respective  deaiths,  in- 
debted to  various  persons  in  divers  sums,  on  their 
joint  and  several  bonds,  which  ought  to  be  paid 
ut  of  their  respective  personal  estates,  in  exoner- 
ation of  the  real  estates  to  which  they  the  said 
Plaintiffs  had  so  become  entitled,  and  therefore 
praying  accounts  of  the  personal  estate  of  Lady 
Mary  Ker  and  Lady  Essex  Ker,  and  that  sufficient 
sums  might  be  paid  and  applied,  or  set  apart  and 
secured,  in  or  for  the  discharge  of  all  such  joint 
and  several  debts  of  Lady  Mary  Ker  and  Lady 
Essex  Ker,  or  either  of  them,  as  were  of  the 
nature  of  moveable  debts  by  the  law  of  Scotland, 
and  primarily  chargeable,  as  between  real  and 
personal  representatives,  upon  the  personal  estates, 
and  for  releasing,  exonerating,  and  reimbursing 
the  plaintiffs  and  others  (if  any),  the  persons  who 
were  and  should  be  found  and  adjudged  entitled 
to  the  Scottish  estates  from  or  in  respect  of  such 
debts. 

The  Defendants  in  both  the  causes  appeared  to 
and  answered  the  bills,  and  the  causes  were  heard 
together  on  the  30th  day  of  June,  1825  j  and  by 
the  decree  then  made,  it  was  amongst  other  things 
referred  to  Mr.  Cox  to  take  the  usual  accounts  of 
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the  personal  es^te,  and  of  debtsr,  legacies,  funeral,       I83l« 
^nd  testanientaiy  expenses*  '     '^ 

Before  the  Master  had  made  his  report,  George 
Earl  of  Winchelsea  and  Nottingham  died,  and 
tliereupon  a  bill  of  revivor  and  supplement  ivas  filed 
by  the  Respondent  Sir  Robert  Williams  Vaughan 
against  the  legatees  and  personal  representatives  of 
George  Earl  of  Winchelsea  and  Nottingham,  and 
a  supplemental  decree,  dated  the  22d  day  of  Fe* 
bruary,  1828,  was  obtained  for  carrying  on  the 
accounts  directed  by  the  former  decree. 

In  pursuance  of  the  original'decree,  -a  claim  was 
brought  into  the  Master's  office  by  Mr.  George 
Nicol,  claiming  under  a  bond  dated  I5th  of  July, 
1815,  and  executed  by  the  testatrix  Lady  Essex 
Ker,  and  her  sister  Lady  Mary  Ker;  to  be  a  credi- 
tor  for  the  sum  of  12,000/!.,  with  interest.  By 
an  order  made  in  all  the  causes,  bearing  date 
the  28th  of  April,  1827»  it  was  ordered  that  the 
Master  should  be  at  liberty  to  enqutre^  into  the 
consideration  and  all  the  circumstances  relating  to 
the  said  bond;  and  it  was  ordered  that  the  Re- 
spondent Sir  Robert  Williams  Vaughan  should  be 
at  liberty  to  examitie  the  said  George  Nicol  upon 
interrogatories,  and  that  George  Nicol  and  Sir 
Robert  Williams  Vaughan  should  be  at  liberty  to 
examine  any  of  the  other  parties  in  the  cause,  or 
witnesses,  if  necessary,  relative  to  the  bond :  and 
by  consent  it  was  ordered,  that  George  Nicol 
should  be  at  liberty  to  exhibit  interrogatories 
for  his  own  examination ;  and  it  was  ordered, 
that  George  Nicol  and  all  parties  should  produce 
before  the  Master,  upon  oath,  all  papers  and  writ- 
ings relative  to  the  said  bond,  as  the  Master  should 
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IBSJ^.  In  pursuance  of  this  order,  the  Master^  by  bis 

Report,  dated  the  21st  day  of  March*  1828,  cer- 
tified, that  George  Nicol  had  laid  before  him  an 
answer  and  examination  to  interrogatories,  wherein 
he  stated,  that  the  bond  for  securing  the  principal 
sum  of  12,000/.  and  interest,  was  prepared  imme^ 
diately,  or  very  shortly  before  the  day  on  which  it 
bears  date,  by  Messrs.  Blagrave  and  Walter,  who 
were  the  solicitors  of  the  examinant ;  that  he  gave 
directions  to  have  the  same  prepared,  and  em« 
ployed  Messrs*  Blagrave  and  Walter  to  prepare 
the  same  j  and  thftt  he  was  not  aware  that  such 
solicitors  had  ever  been  employed  by  Lady  Mary 
Ker  and  Lady  Essex  Ker,  and  he  believed  that 
such  solicitors  never  had  been  employed  by  the 
said  ladies,  or  either  of  them:  that  he  had  for 
a  long  period,  commencing  from  the  death  of 
the  late  John,  Duke  of  Roxburgh,  the  brother  of 
the  said  Ladies  Essex  Ker  and  Mary  Ker,  in  the 
year  1804,  up  to  the  date  of  the  bond,  incurred 
much  trouble  and  loss  of  time,  and  considerable 
expense,^  in  the  service  and  afiairs  of  the  said 
Ladies  Mary  Ker  and  Essex  Ker,  at  their  request 
and  with  their  approbation  j  and  had  advanced 
and  paid  out  of  his  own  funds  various  large  sums 
of  money,  from  time  to  time,  to  them,  or  for  their 
use,  and  with  their  knowledge,  which  had  never 
been  Reimbursed  or  repaid :  that  no  account  was 
rendered  by  him  to  the  said  ladies  for  such 
expenses  and  sums;  and  with  regard  to  some  of 
his  advances  in  money  for  the  said  ladies,  memo^ 
randoms  or  vouchers  rvere  taken  by  him  at  the 
time,  but  he  kept  no  regular  accounts  with  the 
said  ladies  at  any  time ;  and  at  the  period  of  the 
execution  of  the  said  bond,  the  whole  of  the  me* 
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fR^*aridums  and  vouchers  which  he  held  for  ad-  18S1* 
vances  of  money  to  the  said  ladies  were  canceUed  ^^^^ 
mnd  destroyed  in  their  presence,  and  no  memo- 
randum or  voucher  in  writing  of  any  payment  had 
been  preserved  by  him :  that  the  said  ladies  in- 
tended by  the  said  bond  to  remuaerate  (he  said 
examinant  for  his  said  services,  and  expenses,  and 
payments,  and  advances,  and  to  satbfy  the  debt 
€f  gratitude  which  they  conceived  themsdves  to 
liave  incurred  to  the  said  examinant,  as  well  as 
the  desire  which  they  entertained  of  benefiting 
and  manifesting  their  friendship  towards  the  said 
examinant,  whose  friendship  they  bad  long  en^ 
joyed,  and  from  whom,  beside  pecuniary  advancesi 
tliey  conceived  themselves  to  have  received  other 
benefits,  and  for  whom  their  deceased  brother,  the 
late  John,  Duke  of  Aoxburgh,  had  also  long  en* 
tertained  a  friendship  and  regard,  on  account  o^' 
services  of  which  the  said  ladies  frequently  spok^ 
and  which  had  led  to  the  connection  between  tliem 
and  the  said  examinant:  that  die  consideration 
paid  or  given  by  the  examinant  for  the  aaid  bond 
amsisjled  qf^uch  payments,  and  advances  qf^nanegf^ 
and  services^  so  fiir  as  such  payments,  and  advances 
of  money^  and  services,  arooueted  in  law  to  a 
consideration  for  the  said  bond,  and  that  no  other 
consideration  was  paid  or  given  by  the  said  exami^ 
nant  for  the  said  bond,  and  he  believed  that  the 
said  bond  was  given  him  for  such  reasons  and  no 
other  reason,  and  that  the  same  was,  so  £ir  as 
appeared  from  what  he  had  therein  deposed,  but 
not  otherwise,  given  to  the  said  examinant  as  a 
voluntary  bond,  and,  so  far  as  appeared  from  what 
he  had  therein  deposed,  given  to  him  in  satis&c- 
tion  of  such  existing  debt  as  aforesaid :  that  pre- 
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18SL  vious  to  the  preparation,  of  the  said  bond,  the 
same  was  frequently  mentioned  in  conversation 
between  the  said  examinant  and  the  said  Ladies 
Mary  Ker  and  Essex  Ker;  and  that  both  the 
said  ladies  repeatedly  desired  and  requested  the 
said  examinant  to  get  the  said  bond  prepared, 
and  that  the  said  Lady  Mary  Ker»  in  the  pre« 
sence  of  the  said  Lady  Essex  Ker  and  of  the 
said  examinant,  proposed  and  fixed  the  sum 
(that  is  to  say,  1^,000/.)  for  which  the  said  bond 
should  be  given,  and  that  such  sum  was  ap- 
proved by  the  said  Lady  Essex  Ker  (a  smaller 
sum,  that  is  to  say,  10,000/.,  having  been  pre- 
viously spoken  of  by  the  said  ladies) :  that  the 
obligations,  both  pecuniary  and  other,  under  which 
the  said  ladies  lay  to  the  said  examinant,  and  their 
friendship,  and  the  friendship  of  the  said  late  Duke 
of  Roxburgh,  for  the  said  examinant,  were  fre- 
quently mentioned  in  several  conversations,  and 
were  spoken  of  as  the  motives  and  reasons  for 
their  giving  the  said  bond :  that  such  conversations 
passed  from  time  to  time,  during  two  years  at 
least,  before  the  preparation  of  the  said  bond,  and 
up  to  the  time  when  the  same  was  prepared,  or 
within  a  day  or  two  thereof:  that  such  convers- 
ations did  not,  to  the  recollection  and  belief  of  the 
said  examinant,  pass  in  the  presence  of  any  person 
other  than  the  said  examinant  and  the  said  two 
ladies  :  that  he  could  not  more  fully  state  the  par- 
ticulars of  such  conversations,  or  when  the  same 
passed :  that  in  fact,  at  the  date  of  the  said  bond, 
money  to  a  considerable  amount,  though  far  short 
of  12,000/.,  was  due  from  the  said  ladies  to  the 
said  examinant ;  for  that  from  time  to  time,  com- 
mencing from  the  death  of  the  late  Duke  of  Rox* 
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burgh  in  the  yedr  1804,  up  to  the  time  of  the  i^SU 
execution  of  the  said  bond,  or  within  a  few  days 
thereof,  when  the  said  ladies  were  in  want  of  j^ 
money,  they  applied  personally  or  sent  to  the  said 
examinant  for  the*  same  ;*  that  the  said  examinant 
had,  from  time  to  time,  advanced  or  paid  what 
was  needed  by  them,  and  such  advances  were 
sometimes  made  to  the  said  ladies,  or  one  of  them, 
personally,  and  sometimes  to  other  persons,  whose 
names  the  said  examinant  could,  not  then  re- 
member or  set  forth,  on  their  behalf:  jthat  he  did 
not  remember  to  which  of  the  said  ladies  any  of 
the  said  advances  was  actually  made,  but  the  said 
examinant  always  considered  that  his  transactions 
with  the  said  two  ladies,  at  any  rate  so  far  as  con- 
cerned the  said  examinant,  regarded  them  both 
equally,  and  that  no  other  person,  to  the  best  of 
his  recollection,  was  present  at  the  time  of  any 
payment  by  the  said  examinant  to  the  said  ladies 
in  person  :  that  on  several  occasions,  the  said  ex- 
aminant  did  receive  from  the  said  ladies,  or  one  of 
them,  memorandums  and  vouchers  in  writing,  of 
or  for  payments  and  advances  made  to  them :  that, 
from  time  to  time,  the  said  examinant  received  mo- 
nies from  the  said  ladies,  or  on  their  account,  which 
were  partly  retained  or  applied  by  the  said  examin- 
ant towards  repayment  of  what  had  so  become  due 
to  him,  but  unquestionably  not  so  as  ever  to  extin* 
guish  the  debts  due  to  the  said  examinant,  although 
the  account  between  them,  if  attempted  to  be  taken^ 
must  have  been  involved  in  great  difficulty  and 
obscurity,  and  that,  at  the  time  of  the  execution 
of  the  said  bond,  such  memorandums  and  vouchers 
as  aforesaid,  were  cancelled  and  destroyed  in  the 
presence  of  the  said  ladies,  and  as   all  parties 
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)B3i.  thenceforth  considered  that  the  bond*  was  to  come 
in  place  of  the  whole  advances  and  services  afore- 
said»  he  took  no  pains  to  preserve  any  account  of 
sums,  in  respect  of  which  he  considered  himself  to 
have  no  longer  any  demand  against  the  said  ladies: 
that  he  was  wholly  unable  to  state  what  was  the 
sum  due  to  him  from  the  said  ladies,  at  the  date  of 
the  said  bond>  or  to  state,  fully  or  further  than  he 
had  therein  stated,  the  particulars  of  such  debt,  or 
when  such  sum  had  been  advanced)  or  to  whom, 
or  when,  or  on  what  account,  or  in  whose  pre* 
sencei  each  such  sum  had  been  paid :  that  for  pay- 
ments, or  some  of  the  payments,  made  to  other 
persons,  he  frequently  took  receipts,  not,  however, 
that  he  was  aware,  or,  as  he  believed,  expressing, 
that  the  said  payments  had  been  made  by  the  said 
examinant  out  of  his  own  money :  that  he  had  in 
his  possession  various  receipts  for  money  paid  by 
or  on  account  of  the  said  ladies,  but  he  was 
wholly  unable  to  distinguish  which  of  such  re* 
ceipts  were  for  sums  in  which  the  said  ladies, 
under  the  circumstances  stated  in  his  said  examin- 
ation, stood  indebted  to  the  said  examinant,  at  the 
date  of  the  said  bond :  that,  except  as  appeared  by 
bis  said  examination,  to  the  best  of  his  knowledge, 
remembrance,  and  belief,  he  had  not,  and  except 
as  thereby  appeared,  never  had  any  vouchers  for 
sudi  sums,  or  any  of  them :  that  the  examinant 
had  frequently,  as  he  believed  (though  he  did  not 
remember  the  particulars),  in  conversations,  at 
which  he  was  not  aware  that  any  other  person 
was  present,  and  also  by  letters,  as  appeared  by 
the  letters  brought  forward  by  the  Respondent 
Sir  Robert  Williams  Vaughan,  made  demands 
upon  or  applications  to  the  said  ladies  for  money, 
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ki  consequence  of  the  advances  which  the  said  ex*       issi. 
aminant  bad  made  to  or  for  them  \  but  except  as 
by  the  said  examination,  and  by  the  said  letters         »* 
appeared,  the  said  examinant  was  wholly  incapable 
to  set  forth  what  claim  or  demand,  in  respect  of 
such  debt  as  aforesaid,  the  said  examinant  had 
ever  made  against  the  said  ladies,  or  either  of* 
them,  or  when,  or  where,  and  in  whose  presence^ 
or  whether  verbally  or  in  writing :  that  no  account 
was  made  out  or  rendered  by  the  said  examinant 
to  the  said  ladies,  or  either  of  them,  of  the  said  ex*> 
aminant's  claims  and  demands,  previously  to  the 
execution  of  the  said  bond;  and  that  he  had, 
from  time  to  time,   as  appeared  by  his  said  ex^ 
amlnation,  but  he  could  not  more  particularly 
state  when  and  in  what  manner,  stated  to  the  said 
ladies  that  he  had  demands  upon  them  in  respect 
of  loans  and  advances  of  money  as  aforesaid,  but 
not  in  respect  of  his  services  to  them :  that  he  had 
performed  such  services  from  motives  of  friendship 
and  regard  for  the  said  ladies,  and  that  he  never, 
in  any  manner,  made  any  change  for  such  services; 
and  that  he  never  expressed  to  the  said  ladies,  or 
either  of  them,  any  expectation  that  they  were  to 
pay  him  for  such  services :  that  the  said  ladies,  as 
hereiu-before  mentioned,  did  frequently,  previous 
to  the  preparation  of  the  said  bond,  but  did  not, 
that  the  said  examinant  remembered,  on  the  occa- 
sion of  the  execution  of  the  same,  (although  they 
might  have  so  done  on  that  occasion,  and  the  said 
examinant  forget  it,)  speak  to  the  said  examinant, 
but  not  in  the  presence  of  any  other  person,  that 
the  said  examinant  remembered,  on  the  subject  of 
there  being  money  on  account  of  the  advances 
and  payments  aforesaid,  due  from  them  to  him ; 
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IBSI.  and  they  did  express  a  sense  of  the  obligation  they 
were  under  to  the  said  examinant,  as  well  for  the 
said  advances  of  money,  as  for  the  services  he  had 
rendered  them,  and  expressed  a  desire  to  remune- 
rate the  said  examinant,  and  to  shew  their  grati- 
tude and  friendship ;  and,  except  as  appeared  by 
the  said  examination,  the  said  examinant  stated  he 
was  unable  to  state  the  particulars  of  what  was 
said  by  the  said  ladies  on  the  subject  of  there  being 
any  money  due  from  them  to  him,  or  when,  or  in 
whose  presence,  the  same  passed  :  that  examinant 
was  in  the  habit  of  acting  as  agent  for  the  said 
ladies,  so  far  as  transacting  various  matters  of 
business  for  them,  from  friendship,  and  at  their 
request,  and  gratuitously,  could  be  so  called,  but 
not  otherwise,  and  not  as  manager  for  them,  or 
either  of  them  :  that  he  was  in  the  habit  of  receiv- 
ing as  well  as  paying  monies  on  their  account,  and 
that  the  siims  or  several  sums,  and,  as  he  believed, 
all  the  sums  borrowed  for  their  use  for  many  years 
prior,  passed  through  his  hands,  and  that  no  ac- 
count was  made  out  or  settled,  previous  to  the 
execution  of  such  bond,  of  his  receipts  ahd  pay- 
ments on  account  of  the  said  ladies,  and.  that  no 
such  account  was  required  or  mentioned,  or,  as  he 
verily  believed,  thought  of  on  either  side :  that  the 
reasons. why  no  such  account  was  made  out,  or 
delivered,  or  required,  were,  as  the  said  examinant 
believed,  that  the  said  ladies  were  satisfied  that 
they  were  indebted  to  the  said  examinant,  but  by 
no  means  intended  to  limit  the  amount  of  their 
bond  by  the  amount  of  such  debt,  the  existence  of 
which  constituted  but  one  of  the  reasons  for  giving 
the  said  bond  :  that  tJie  amount  of  the  said  bond, 
or  a  part  of  the  said  bond,  was  unquestionably 
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considered  hy  the  said  ladies^  and  it  was  considered       1H31. 
by  the  said  examinant,  as  a  gift  or  token  of  regard 
or  friendship,  and  reward  for  his  said  services;  r 

and  he  was  wholly  unable  to  set  forth  how  much 
was  considered  as  a  gift,  and  how  much  was  con- 
sidered as  a  satisfaction  of  a  debt,  because,  the 
proportions  were  not  ascertained :  that  the  ascer- 
tainment  of  such  proportions  was  not  thought 
necessary  by  either  of  the  said  parties,  tlie  nature 
of  their  connection  with  the  said  examinant  being 
such  as  scarcely  admitted  of,  and  was  certainly 
considjsred  not  to  require  any  statement  or  settle- 
ment  of  accounts  between  them,  especially  on  such 
an  occasion ;  and  the  said  ladies  being  very  de- 
sirous of  making  the  said  examinant  a  full  remu- 
neration and  return  for  the  obligations,  pecuniary 
and  others,  which  they  continually  expressed  them- 
selves to  be,  and  were,  in  fact,  under,  and  towards 
him,  without  reference  to  the  proportionate  amount 
of  such  obligations,  and  to  testify  their  regard  and 
friendship,  and  also  to  confer  bounty  on  the  said 
examinant :  that,  in  fact,  the  said  bond  was  at 
first  proposed  by  the  said  ladies,  or  one  of  them,  to 
be  given  for  the  sum  of  10,000/.,  and  the  examin- 
ant offered  no  objection  thereto }  and  that  the  said 
Lady  Mary  Ker,  not  on  the  basis  of  any  calcula- 
tion, but  of  her  free  will,  insisted  that  it  should  be 
for  12,000/.i  which  was  consented  to  by  the  said 
liady  Essex  Ker :  that  no  person,  except  the  said 
examinant,  was  consulted  by  the  said  ladies,  or 
either  of  them,  to  the  best  of  the  said  examinant's 
informatioh  and  belief,  respecting  the  said  bond, 
previously  to  the  execution  thereof;  and  the  reason 
why  no  person  was  so  consulted  by  the  said  ladies 
was  that,  as  the  said  examinant  verily  believed, 
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idsi.  the  said  ladies  had  no  solicitor*  whom  they  con* 
suited  about  any  of  their  afikirs,  except  that  they 
sometimes  consulted  Daniel  Moore»  £sq.»  about 
some  matters  relating  to  their  brother's  will ;  and 
that,  being  of  very  retired  habits,  they  seldom  saw 
any  person  out  of  their  own  family,  except  the  said 
examinant,  who  usually  passed  a  part  of  several 
evenings  in  every  week  with  them,  and,  as  they 
often  declared  to  the  aaid  examinant,  Uiere  was  no 
person  on  whom  they  placed  confidence  except 
him ;  that  he  did  never  advise  the  said  ladiea,  or 
either  of  them,  to  consult  their  solicitors,  (he  not 
underatanding  them  to  have  any,)  or  any  other 
person*  with  res|)ect  to  the  said  bond,  previous  to 
the  execution  thereof:  that  the  expediency  or 
propriety  of  taking  any  such  step  never  occurred 
to  the  mind  of  the  said  examinant ;  if  it  had,  be 
should  have  had  no  objection  whatever  to  do  so ; 
that  the  aaid  ladies,  and  particularly  the  said  Lady 
Mary  Ker,  frequently. desired  and  urged  the  said 
examinant  to  procure  the  said  bond  to  be  prepared, 
and  that  such  desire  was  expressed  verbally  at  and 
during  various  ipt^rviews  between  the  said  ladies 
and  the  said  examinant ;  and,  to  the  best  of  his 
remembrance  and  belief,  such  desire  was  expressed 
in  the  presence  of  the  said  examinant  only,  and 
not  in  the  presence  of  any  other  person ;  and  on 
several  or  one  of  such  occasions  the  said  examinant 
declined  accepting  any  bond>  and  said  they  might 
consider  the  said  examinant  in  their  wUIs,  but 

*  Thej  w^re  ei^tenaivtly  engaged  in  litigation  from  ISOii  or 
soon  after  tbeir  brother's  death  at  least,  until  the  year  1819 ; 
see  1  Bligh,  O.  S.  1.  et  uq^  and  the  subsequent  part  of  the  cx» 
amiiMitioD,  poU  590. 
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tlitt  they  insisted  on  giving  a  bond;  and  he  be-       issi. 
lieved,  but  he  could  not  speak  positively  as  to  the 
fact,  that  no  person  except  the  examinant  was         t^ 
even  aware,  before  the  execution  of  the  said  bond 
for  12,000/.»  of  any  intention  or  desire>  on  the 
part  of  the  said  ladies^  to  give  him,  the  said  exa- 
minant,  any  bond  or  security  for  money:  that 
such  intention  or  desire  had  existed  on  the  part  of 
the  said  ladies  for  a  considerable  time,  and  near 
two  years,  as  he  recollected  and  believed  from  the 
conversations  on  the  subject;  but  the  said  exa- 
minant did  not  remember,  and  was  wholly  unable 
to  set  forth   more  precisely,    how  long  it  had 
existed :  that  such  intention  arose  from  the  reasons 
and  motives  thereinbefoi^  mentioned ;  that  he  was 
not  aware  that  they  had  ever,  to  any  other  person* 
made  the  same  promises;  and  that  he  had  stated  in 
his  said  examination  all  the  particulars  relative  to 
the  said  matters  within  his  knowledge:  that  as  exar 
minant  recollected,  some  time  before  the  bond  was 
signed,  and  when  they  were  pressing  it  on  the  said 
examinant,  the  said  ladies,   or  one  of  them,  in 
urging  the  said  examinant  to  accept  the  said  bond, 
stated  it  would  be  paid  some  time ;  that  there  was 
no  arrangement,  or  agreement,  or  understanding, 
except  as  thereinbefore  mentionedt  between  the 
said  ladies^  or  either  of  them,  and  the  examinant, 
that  he  should  not  call  for  the  principal  upon  the 
said  bond,  or  tlie  interest  thereof,  during  their 
lives;  hut  that  he  spontaneously  mentioned  to 
them  on  the  occasion  of  their  executing  the  bond* 
that  he  ^ould  not  ask  them  to  pay  any  interest 
during  their  lives ;   and  he  stated  that  nothing 
passed  between  him  and  thenx  relative  to  sueh 
matters,  except  as  thereinbefore  mentioned :  that 
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1831.  the  said  ladies  had  large  estates,  which  tliey  be* 
came  entitled  to  under  their  deceased  brother,  out 
of  which  the  said  bond  could  be  ultimately  paid 
without  inconvenience  to  them ;  but  that  various 
questions  at  law,  with  regard  to  these  estates,  re- 
mained undecided,  so  as  to  occasion  their  actual 
income  to  be  small,  irregular,  and  uncertain,  and 
that  independently  of  the  said  promise  of  the 
said  examinant,  the  nature  of  the  intimacy  and 
friendship  between  the  said  examinant  and  the 
said  ladies  precluded,  as  the  said  examinant 
believed,  the  thought  of  the  said  ladies  being 
personally  sued  or  arrested  by  the  said  examinant, 
or  being  called  upon  for  the  payment  of  the 
principal  and  interest  of  the  said  bond^  before  the 
means  of  such  payment  should  come  to  them :  that 
examinant  did  not  recollect  that  he  ever  explained 
to  them,  or  either  of  them,  the  effect  of  the  said 
bond,  except  that  he  stated  to  them,  as  he  believed, 
when  he  brought  the  same  to  them,  and  before 
they  executed  the  same,  that  it  was  a  bond  for 
12,000/.  and  interest,  such  as  they  had  directed 
him  to  prepare,  and  that,  unquestionably,  the  said 
ladies  understood  the  nature  and  effect  of  the  said 
bond,  and  they  required  or  needed  no  explanation 
thereof,  and  even  from  the  said  examinant^s  said 
promises  must  have  understood  that  they  were 
liable  under  the  said  bond  during  their  lives :  that, 
as  he  believed,  no  person  was  present  when  he 
stated  to  them  what  the  said  bond  was ;  and  he 
says,  that  he  did  not  explain  to  them  that  they 
might  be.  sued  and  arrested  upon  the  said  bond  in 
their  lifetime ;  and  he  said  that  he  did  not  think  it 
necessary  to  explain  such  matters,  because  he  had 
then  no  doubt  that  the  said  ladies  were  aware  of 
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^Uidh  mattensy  and  that  he  knew  or  corididexied  I8dl. 
them  to  have  been  aware  thereof,  b^ecause  they  ^"|Ii^ 
proposed  to  the  said  examinant  to  mve  him,  and  ^' 
requested  him  to  get  prepared  a  common  bond  for 
IrSfOOO/.  and  intef^st^  without  any  reference  to  any 
postponement  of  payment^  or  any  restriction  of  the 
rights  or  remedies  of  the  said  examinant,  under 
such  security,  and  frequently  mentioned  the 
subject  to  the  said  examinant,  in  the  like  manneiv 
and  that  they  appeared  fully  to  understand  the 
meaning  of  the  said  examinant's  said  promises: 
that  the  said  ladies,  or  either  of  them,  to  the  best 
of  the  said  examinant's  remembrance  and  belief, 
never  said  or  expressed  any  thing  relative  to  the 
said  bond,  after  the  same  had  been  given ;  except 
that  they  did  both^  as  the  said  examinant  re- 
collected, and  verily  believed,  afterwards  express 
themselves  happy  and  relieved  of  having,  as  far  as 
lay  in  their  power,  rewarded  his  long  and  faithful 
services,  or  to  that  effect :  that  the  reason,  and  the 
only  reason,  as  he  believed,  of  the  said  bond  being 
dated  and  executed  on  the  same  day  with  the 
bond  to  MnCoutts  in  the  said  interrogatories 
mentioned,  was  that  the  said  ladies  did  not  easily 
bring  themselves  to  do  any  matter  of  business,  and. 
therefore  it  was  deemed  expedient  to  have  both 
boods  settled  at  the  same  time :  that  the  said  two 
bonds  were  not  prepared  by  the  same  solicitor  or 
soHcttors ;  the  said  examinant's  said  bond  having 
been  prepared  by  his  solicitors,  Messieurs  Blagrave 
aad  Walter;  and  Mn  Coutts's  said  bond  having > 
been,  as  the  said  examinant  had  heard  and  believed, 
prepared  by  a  clerk  in  Mr.  Coutts's  banking  house : 
and  examinant  believed  that  the  said  two  bonds 
were  prepared  at  or  about  the  same  time*    He 
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1831.  Stated  that  he  could  not  set  forth,  as  to  his  belief 
or  otherwise,  whether  the  said  bonds  were  ex- 
ecuted at  the  same  time,  or  attested  by  the  same 
witness,  the  said  examinant  having  no  recollection 
as  to  the  execution  by  the  said  ladies  of  Mr.  Coutts's 
bond :  that  he  was  present  at  the  execution  of  the 
said  bond  in  which  he  was  the  obligee,  and  that 
he  was  able  to  speak  positively  as  to  the  time  and 
place  when  and  where  the  same  was  executed: 
that  the  same  was  executed  on  the  day  of  the  date 
of  the  said  bond,  at  the  house  of  the  said  Lady 
Essex  Ker,  in  Oxford  Street,  in  the  county  of 
Middlesex;  and  that  the  parties  present  at  the 
execution  thereof  were  the  said  ladies  Mary  and 
Essex  Ker,  and  the  said  examinant  and  William 
Butler,  the  attesting  witness  to  the  execution  of 
the  said  bond,  who  was  at  that  time  in  the  service 
of  the  said  Lady  Essex  Ker,  and  is  since  dead ; 
and  he  believed  that  there  were  other  persons 
residing  with  the  said  ladies  in  the  capacity  of 
servants  at  the  time  when  the  said  bond  was 
executed ;  and,  amongst  the  rest,  the  said  Eleanor 
Garrety,  who  was,  as  the  said  examinant  believed, 
the  housekeeper  of  the  said  Lady  Essex  Ker ;  and 
the  said  examinant  stated  that  he  had  an  indistinct 
recollection,  and  believed  that  the  said  Eleanor 
Garrety  was,  at  or  about  that  time,  indisposed  and 
confined  to  her  room ;  and  stated  that  he  believed 
that  no  person  (including  the  said  Eleanor  Garrety) 
was  residing  with  the  said  ladies,  being  of  a  higher 
station  than  that  of  a  menial  servant,  or  in  whom 
the  said  ladies  placed  any  confidence,  or  to  whom 
they  were  in  the  habit  of  imparting  their  affiiirs ; 
and  that  they  scarcely  saw  any  strangers,  except, 
occasionally  and  very  rarely,  Daniel  Moore,  about 
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their  brdther's  will;  and  except  as  mentioned  in  18dU 
the  said  examination,  the  said  examinant  stated  he 
was  unable  to  set  forth,  as  to  his  belief  or  other- 
wise,  how  it  happened  that  the  said  bond  was 
attested  by  such  person  only  as  appeared  to  be  the 
attesting  witness  thereto  (who  was,  as  the  said 
examinant  believed,  a  respectable  man,  accustomed 
to  wait  on  them  personally),  or  that  no  other 
person  was  present  at  the  execution  thereof:  that 
it  was  not  the  object,  nor  a  part  of  the  object  of 
the  said  ladies,  in  giving  examinant  the  said  bond, 
to  indemnify  him  against  the  payment  of  the  said 
bond  to  Mr.  Coutts,  in  which  the  said  examinant 
had  joined  with  them  as  a  surety,  or  against  any 
sums  which  the  said  examinant  might  thereafter 
advance  for  their  use.  And  the  examinant  admitted 
that  part  of  the  object  of  the  said  bond  was  to 
indemnify  the  said  examinant  against,  or  as  a  mode 
of  repayment  or  discharge  of  such  sums,  as  he  had 
advanced  for  their  use,  as  thereinbefore  mentioned : 
that  he  had  no  indemnity  against  his  liability  upon 
the  said  bond,  and  that  being  aware  that  the  said 
ladies  were  entitled  to,  or  possessed  of,  a  large 
property,  although  not  of  a  considerable  immediate 
income,  he  did  not  conceive  that  he  stood  in  need 
of  any  such  indemnity:  that  out  of  the  sum  of 
10,000/.  which  was  secured  by  the  said  bond  to 
Mr.  Coutts,  the  prior  bonds,  in  which  the  said 
examinant  had  been  surety  for  the  said  ladies,  were 
discharged,  and  that  the  said  examinant  was  not, 
to  the  best  of  his  recollection  and  belief,  at  that 
time  liable  for  the  said  ladies,  on  any  other 
accounts;  and,  accordingly,  the  atnount  of  the 
said  examinant's  liability  for  the  said  ladies,  at  the 
time  when  the  said  bond  for  1S,000/.  was  given, 
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iSSlt  was  the  sum  of  10,000t  secured  by  ^r.  Coutts^s 
said  bond,  of  even  date  therewith :  that  he  had 
not  stipulated  for  or  desired,  to  have  any  such 
indemnity,  and  that  he  had  consented  to  join  in 
such  bond  to  the  said  Mr.  Coutts,  without  any 
indemnity  or  consideration  for  so  doing,  except 
so  far  as  the  money  advanced  on  such  last  men*' 
tioned  bond  was  intended  to  be  applied,  and  waif 
applied,  in  discharging  the  prior  securities  m  which 
the  said  ^xaminant  had  been  liable  for  the  said 
ladies,  and  except  the  consideration  of  friendship 
for  the  said  ladies,  which  was  his  motive  for  joining 
in  the  said  bond:  that  from  the  friendship  and 
regard  of  the  said  Mr.  Coutts  towards  the  said 
examinant,  and  from  his  cautious  habits  of  busi* 
ness,  it  was  possible  that  Mn  Coutts  did,  on  some 
former  occasion  of  the  said  examinant's  joining 
with  the  said  ladies  in  some  bond,  or  on  some 
occasion  on  which  the  said  examinant  became 
Hable  for  the  said  ladies,  advise  the  said  exami* 
Bant  to  take  a  counter  security  or  securities  from 
them,  but  the  said  examinant  had  no  distinct 
recollection  of  such  advice  having  been  given  him, 
and  if  given,  it  was  not  followed ;  and  he  was 
aot  able,  as  to  his  recollection  or  otherwise,  to 
state  the  particulars  of  such  advice,  or  the  occa^ 
sion  when,  or  the  purpose  for  which  the  same 
was  given,  but  that  certainly  the  bond,  if  any» 
with  ^reference  to  which  such  advice  was  given  (if 
it  was  ever  given),  was  not  of  as  large,  or  nearly 
as  large  amount,  as  the  said  bond  for  10,000/L,  the 
said  examinant  never  having  before  given  for  the 
said  ladies,  or  joined  with  them  in  giving,  any 
security  for  so  large  or  nearly  so  large  a  sum  as 
lOiOQOL :  that  the  said  examinant  did  not  recoU 
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lect  and  did  not  believe  that  any  thing  passed  16S1. 
between  him  and  the  said  Mr.  Coutts  at  or  about 
t)r  after  the  time  when  the  said  bond  for  IS^OOOiL 
was  given,  relative  thereto^  either  with  or  without 
reference  to  the  said  bond  for  10,000/.  j  and  if 
-any  thing  so  passed,  the  said  examinant  was 
wholly  unable  to  state  any  of  tiie  particulars 
thereof  or  at  what  time  or  times,  or  in  whose 
presence,  the  same  passed:  that  the  said  exami- 
nant  kept  the  said  bond  for  12,000/.  in  his  owr 
custody,  from  the  time  when  the  same  was  placed 
in  his  hands,  on  or  about  the  day  of  the  date 
thereof,  till  on  or  about  the  @Oth  day  of  Decem- 
ber, 18199  when  the  said  examiiiant  lodged  it 
with  the  house  of  Coutts  and  Company,  as  a 
security  for  the  sum  of  3,000/.  then  advanced  and 
lent  to  the  said  examinant  by  the  said  Mr.  Coutts, 
or  the  said  house  of  Coutts  and  Company :  that 
9upposing  he  had  paid  the  said  bond  for  10,000/., 
he  should  have  considered  himself  entitled  to  have 
recovered  from  the  said  ladies  both  the  said  sum 
(Of  10,000/.  and  also  the  said  sum  of  12,000/.,  and 
that  unquestionably,  and  beyond  all  doubt,  the 
said  ladies  understood,  by  the  effect  of  the  said 
arrangement,  they  were  to  pay  both  sums ;  that 
he  knew  such  was  their  understanding,  because 
the  bond  for  10,000/.  was  given  by  them  for  money 
advanced  by  Mr.  Coutts  to  or  for  them  ;  and  the 
^aid  examinant  joining  therein  was  considered  as  a 
matter  of  form,  and  for  Mr.  Coutts's  satisfaction  ; 
but  the  bond  for  12,000/.  was  given  by  them, 
upon  their  own  proposal,  to  the  said  examinant, 
to  secure  to  the  said  examinant  the  sum  of  12,000/. 
mid  interest,  for  the  said  examinant's  own  use  and 
^benefit:  that  to  the  be^  of  his  recollectioa  and 
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18S1.  beliefi  they  never  expressed  to  the  said  ezaminan. 
such  understanding,  and  that  he  never  explained 
to  them  that  such  was  the  effect  of  the  said  trans- 
action, and  that  he  did  not  make  such  explana- 
tion, because  it  was  perfectly  understood  that  the 
two  bonds  were  distinct  and  unconnected  trans- 
actions, because  the  bond  for  12,000/.  was  pre- 
pared at  the  ladies*  own  request,  and  for  the 
purpose  stated  and  suggested  by  themselves^  that 
is  to  say,  to  secure  to  the  said  examinant  for  his 
own  benefit  the  sum  of  I2,000il :  that  according 
to  the  utmost  of  the  said  examinanf  s  knowledge;, 
recollection,  and  belief,  no  letters  or  notes,  letter 
or  note,  ever  passed  between  him  and  the  said 
ladies,  or  either  of  them,  with  respect  to  the  said 
bonds,  or  either  of  them,  particularly  after  the 
execution  thereof,  and  especially  with  respect  to 
the  said  bond  for  12,000/.,  or  in  which  the  said 
bond,  so  given  to  him,  was  alluded  to :  that  if  any 
such  letters  or  notes  did  pass»  he  was  alt(^ther 
ignorant  of  what  became  of  such  (if  any)  as  were 
written  by  the  said  examinant  to  the  said  ladies^ 
or  either  of  them ;  and  that  such  (if  any)  of  them 
as  were  addressed  by  the  said  ladies,  or  either  of 
them,  to  the  said  examinant,  must  have  been 
casually  lost  or  destroyed;  the  said  ^caminant 
finding  no  letter  or  note  in  his  custody  from  the 
said  ladies,  or  either  of  them,  to  the  said  exami- 
nant, relative  to  the  said  bonds,  or  either  of  them : 
that  to  the  utmost  of  his  knowledge,  recollection, 
and  belief,  he  never  lost  or  destroyed,  and  he  took 
upon  himself  to  say,  that  he  never  wilfully,  or 
with  a  view  to  his  own  advantage,  or  to  any  sup- 
pression or  concealment  in  regard  to  the  said 
bond;  or  for  any  purpose,  or  with  any  vieWf 


ON  APPEALS  AND   WRITS  OF  ERROR.  527 

unless  that  of  getting  rid  of  useless  papers,  de-  IBSI. 
stroyed  any  letter,  note,  or  paper,  relating  to  the 
matters  by  the  said  interrogatories  enquired  after : 
.that  he  was  wholly  unable  to  state  the  nature, 
purport,  or  effect,  of  such  letters,  notes,  or  papers 
(if  any),  relating  to  the  matters  in  the  said  inter- 
rogatories enquired  after,  as  the  said  examinant 
had  lost  or  destroyed ;  but  he  was  fully  persuaded 
that  the  same,  if  any  such  existed,  must  have 
referred  to  the  said  two  bonds,  or  such  one  of 
them,  to  which  they  related  respectively,  as  un- 
connected securities,  and  respectively  valid  for 
the  sums  for  which  they  purported  to  have  been 
given. 

The  Master,  by  his  report,  certified,  that,  on  the 
part  of  the  Plaintifis,  it  had  been  stated  and 
admitted  before  him,  by  the  solicitors  for  the  said 
George  Nicol ;  and  he  accordingly  found,  that 
Lady  Essex  Ker,  the  testatrix  in  this  cause  named, 
employed,  for  many  years  previous  to  her  death. 
Messieurs  Coutts  and  Company  as  her  bankers: 
that  the  said  George  Nicol  was  also,  for  many 
years  previous  to  her  death,  the  confidential  friend 
and  adviser  of  the  said  Lady  Essex  Ker,  and  in 
the  habit  of  raising  money  to  supply  her  occasions, 
by  procuring  advances  from  the  said  Messieurs 
Coutts  and  Company,  upon  joining  in  notes  and 
other  securities  with  the  said  testatrix,  and  with 
the  said  Lady  Mary  Ker  her  sister :  that  in  the 
month  of  February,  1813,  a  sum  of  2,000/.  was 
borrowed  from  the  said  Messieurs  Coutts  and 
Company  by  the  said  Lady  Essex  Ker,  and  for 
.which  sum  the  said  George  Nicol  joined  in  a  bond, 
bearing  date  the  8th  day  of  February,  1813,  as  a 
security  for  the  payment  thereof:    that  in  the 
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1881.  nionth  of  July,  1815,  the  said  Lady  Essex  Ker, 
the  testatrix,  having  occasion  for  a  further  loan» 
applied  to  the  said  Messieurs  Coutts  and  Company, 
through  the  agency  of  the  said  George  Nicd,  to 
advance  her,  and  her  said  sister  Lady  Mary  Ker, 
the  sum  of  10,000/.,  and  which  they  agreed  to  do 
on  having  the  bond  of  the  said  Lady  Mary  Ker  and 
Lady  Essex  Ker,  and  the  said  George  Nicol,  a» 
their  surety  to  secure  the  repayment  thereof ;  and 
accordingly,  the  bond  stated  in  the  charge  of  liie 
•said  George  Nicol,  and  of  Messrs.  Coutts  and  Co«» 
bearing  date  the  15th  of  July,  1815,  was  given  to 
them,  and  after  paying  themselves  the  amount  of 
all  their  previous  securities  which  had  been  givien 
to.  them^  the  balance  of  the  said'  lOjOQOL  was  placed 
fay  them  to  the  separate  accounts  of  the  said  Lady 
Essex  Ker  and  Lady  Mary  Ker,  in  the  proportions 
each  party  was  entitled :  that  on  the  said  15th  day 
of  July,  1615,  the  said  testatrix  and  the  said  Lady 
Mary  Ker  gave  to  the  said  George  Nicol  the  bond 
stated  in  his  charge,  and  in  the  charge  of  Messrs. 
Coutts  and  Co.,  for  securing  the  sum  of  1£,000/L 
and .  interest :  that  at  the  time  when  sudi  last- 
inenttoned  bond  was  given,  Messrs.  Burley  and 
Moore,  of  Lincoln's  Inn,  were  solicitors  of  the 
said  ladies,  and,  upon  inspection  of  their  bills,  it 
did  not  appear  that  they  were  consulted,  nor  was 
any  professional  person  present  when  the  same 
was  executed :  that  the  Respondents  had  therefore 
submitted  to  him  that  such  last-mentioned  bond 
was  given  to  the  said  George  Nicol,  as  an. indem- 
nity to  him  against  his  liability  to  pay  to  the  said 
Messrs.  Coutts  and  Co.  the  said  sum  of  10,0002., 
for  which  he  had  joined  the  said  ladies  in  a  bond 
to  the  said  Messrs.  Coutts  and  Co.,  and  for  9iay 
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future  sums  that  he  might  procure  for  them  on  his       I€S1. 

responsibility,  and  that  no  consideration  was  paid 

to  the  obligors  by  the  said  George  Nioolj  and     ^  j;^ 

that,  as  jevidence  thereof,  the  Respondents  had 

laid  before  him  the  following  letters,  written  by 

the  said  George  Nicol  to  them,,  and  also  to  prove 

that  he  never  was  in  a  situation  to  advance  so 

large  a  sum  as  12,000/.,  and  which  letters  had 

been  admitted  by  the  solicitors  for  the  said  Cheorge 

Nicol,  and  were  as  fellows :  —  Letter  from  George 

Nieoi  to.  liady  Essex  Ker,  without  date :  —  "  If 

^<  Mr.  Parkes  will  call  on  me,  or  send  his  hill  of 

**  2791*  8^M  I  will  either  .get  Coutts  to  accept  it  or 

!<  accept  it  myself,  or,  if  the  man  is  in  distness,  'I 

**  will  raise  him  the  money ;  for,  though  as  poor 

<<  as  ^  rat  myself^  my  credit  is  without  end.   There 

'^  is  something  a  Uttle  inexplicable  in  this  busi^ 

^<  ness,  and  I  shall  >foe  obliged  to  your  ladyship  if 

i*  you  will  send  Qie  Cbalmer's  note,  wherein  he 

V  says  he  has  paid  into  Coutts's  the  bill  for  5000/., 

f^  for  my  way,  your  ladyship  knows,  is. to  go  to  the 

^<  bottom  of  things.     In  the  mean  time  do  not  let 

<<  Mr.  Parkes  be  distressed,  but  send  him  to  me.^ 

From  sapoe  to  same,  dated  February,  the  6th,  1813: 

—  **  I  had  a  long  interview  yesterday  with  my  old 

f •  frie^nd  of  fifty-six  years  standing,  •  *  Tommy,'  and 

'*  was,  considering  I  was  a  borrower,  very  gr»t 

<^  ciously  received,  and,  as  soon  .as  our  jokit  bond 

«  is  made  for  2000/.,  I  will  bring  it  to  ,you  for  exe^ 

<*  QHtiQn;  we  must  both  sign  it  before  the  same 

<<  witnesses ;  I  shall  then  get  up  and  cancel  our 

f*  notes  fqr  1100/. :  the  money  you  have  oviei^ 

«  drawn,  and  Dean's  demand,  will  exhaust  above 

</406/.  considerably.    There  then  .will  bd  better 

<<  thao  HOOl^  to  go  OR  with^  and  I  am  hope&l  soon 
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18SI.  <*  Go4  this  year,  1815,  presents  a  better  prospect ; 

^^^"^  "  so  we  roust  forget  and  fwgive/'    From  same  to 

T^  Lady  Essex,  dated  the  «  28th  of  January,  1815 :" 

.^uo^^y.  — ^^  J  j^^^^  not  seen  Mr.  Coutts  for  several  months, 

M  having  studiously  avoided  him,  because  I  bad 
><  not  followed  his  advice,  so  friendly  to  all  parties, 
<^  in  taking  a  counter  security ;  but  I  must  now 
^<  s^y  I  had  so  near  a  prospect  of  your  Ladyship^s 
M  getting   possiesaiou  that  I  thought  it  became 
*^  unnecessary*'*      From    same    to    Lady  Essex, 
.4ated  the  «  IQth  of  February,  1815:''— ."  Con- 
:<^  Qerning  the  proposed  loan,  I  cannot  say  whether 
^<  }/fe  sh^m  be  able  to  persuade  Mn  Coutts  to 
<<  advance  so  large  a  sum  as  will  be  wanted,  so 
<^  that  if  your  Liadyship  knows  of  any  monied  man, 
^<  who  would  lend  money  on  mortgage,  he  should 
<<  bo  thougl;it  of.    We  have  certainly  two  holds  on 
<<  Mr.  Coutts;    the  friendship  he    bears  to  the 
**  family  of  h.i;»  departed  friend,,  and  his  intimate 
^<  acquaintance  with  thyself,  of  now  nearly  three- 
^<  score  y^rs    standing.      These    hitherto    have 
<K  certainly  induced  him  to  be  uncommonly  kind; 
<^  but  if  the  business  can  be  done  otherwise,  it 
<<  certainly  would  be  all  the  better,  for  I  have  a 
strong  principle  against  riding  the  free  horse  to 
death.    And  now  I  thinjk  I  have  gooe  through 
^<  all  our  present  business,   except    one,    which 
"  your  Ladyship  does  not  mention,   but  which 
seems  to  be  the  most  necessary  of  all  for  both 
your  .Ladyships.    I  mean  pre$ent  supply,  till  the 
.<<  great  loan  can  be  effected*    Our  dear  Lady 
^^  Mary  must  be  in  want  of  supply*  as  there  have 
*^  been  no  remittances  from  Scotland^     As  the 
«  great  loan  must  soon»  by  some  means  or  other, 
*^  be  obtained^  we  must  m$ke  the  pre^nt  supplyy 
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*^  small  as  it  \%  merely  teniporjiry ;  for  instmcej  1891 
"your  debt  to  Mr.  Cbutta  is  5450/.,  to  make  it 
**  6000/.. leaves  a  balance  a£530L  I  make  a  point 
"  of  paying  my  friend  who  sent  the  200/.  as  soon 
"  as  possible,  because  he  charges  no  interest ;  that 
"  will  leave  you  350L  for  present  use^  \f hieh  is 
"80/.  more  than  the  remittance  from  Scotland 
was.  But,  undoubtedly,  in  the  great  loan  there 
must  be  a  very  considerable  sum  provided  £o9 
<*  present  supply,  and  other  purposes  that  m;ay  be 
^  unforseen."  Frotii  same  to  Lady  Essex^  d^d 
the  "Sd  of  April,  1815:''  — «  Ye&tefday^  being 
''  Sundby,  I  borrowed  Mr.  Bulmer's  carriage,  and 
'*  paid  a  wedding  visit  to  a  new  married  couple^ 
"  which  I  thought  it  my  duty  tO'  do^  who,  aft« 
<*  accepting  my  poor  security  for  so  many  thou^ 
**  sands,  had  sent  me  so  polite  an  invitatt6n  to 
^'  come  and  see  them.*'  From  same  to  Lady 
Essex,  dated  the  "  29th  of  April,  1816  :''^  »*  As 
**  I  know  yourLadyship^s  demands  are  peremptbary, 
"  I  have  got  1000^  from  a  friend  for  a  few  days, 
**  and  passed  my  own  word,  which  is  always  my 
*<  bond,  to  return  it  before  the  week  is  out.  Youi 
<'  Lad^ip  will  be  so  good  as  send  a  Ime  by  the 
"  bearer,  that  you  have  received  the  money.  I  am 
"  quite  mortified  at  this  business,  for  having  seen 
**  most  of  the  creditors,  I  had  convinced  them 
*•  that  it  was  impossible  your  Ladyship  could  pay 
*<  the  principal  of  their  debts,  till  yoa- could  either 
'<  sell  or  raise  money  upon  mortgage ;  but  that 
<*  their  interest  should  be  regularly  paid  them< 
■<  This  seemed  to  satisfy  them,  and  how  they  have 
<<  changed  their  mind  I  cannot  tell,  btxt  I  am 
*<  apprehensive  that  some  of  the  other  credit(tfs» 
<<  finding  that  compulsion  has  been  successful,  wiH 
'*  pursue  the  same  course,  in  which  case  I  know 
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18S1.  «  not  what  is  to  be  done."  From  same  to  same, 
dated  the  "  SOth  of  November,  1816 : ''— "  I  have 
<*  had  a  very  threatening  visit  from  Mr.  Dobie's 
<<  partner,  with  a  demand  for  1000/. ;  I  have  got 
"  hira  put  off  for  a  little,  with  the  old  story,  which 
*<  I  confess  my  conscience  smites  me  for  so  often 
<*  asserting,  that  is  to  say,  that  your  Ladyship's 
<<  debts  are  very  safe,  and  will  eventually  be  all 
*'  paid.  I  am,  indeed,  so  sensible  to  the  contraiy^ 
<'  that  I  look  to  end  my  life  in  a  prison,  the 
**  moment  any  thing  happens  to  your  Ladyship,  or 
«  Mr.  Coutts/* 

The  Master  by  his  report  found,'  that  Lady 
Essex  Ker,  by  her  last*  will  and  testament,  bearing 
date  the  7th  day  of  September,  1819f  gave  and 
bequeathed  to  the  said  George  Nicol  the  sum  of 
2000il  in  the  following  words  (that  is  to  say),  <'  To 
<<  my  friend  George  Nicol,  for  his  services,  I  leave 
"  2000/.'* 

Upon  connderation  of  the  examination,  the 
letters,  and  the  several  circumstances  therein- 
before stated,  the  Master  by  his  report  certified 
that  he  was  of  opinion,  that  the  bond  was  not 
a  bond  of  indemnity,  but  was  a  voluntary  bond, 
given  to  George  Nicol  as  a  bounty  by  the  Ladies 
Essex  and  Mary  Ker,  without  any  cansidenUian 
having  been  paid  or  given  by  George  Nicol  for 
the  same. 

To  this  report  the  Respondent,  Sir  Robert 
Williams  Vaughan,  filed  the  following  exception : 
—•For  that  the  said  Master,  by  his  said  report, 
certified  that  the  said  bond,  &c.,  was  not  a  bond 
of  indemnity,  but  was  a  voluntary  bond  given  to 
George  Nicol^  as  a  bounty,  by  the  said  Ladies 
Essex  and  Mary  Ker,  without  any  consideration 
having  been  paid  or  given  by  the  said  George 
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Nicol  for  the  same.  Whereas  the  said  Master  1881. 
ought  to  have  certified,  that  the  said  bond  was 
given  to  the  said  George  Nicol,  by  way  of  in- 
demnity against  payments  made,  and  liabilities 
incurred,  by  him,  on  account  of  the  said  Lady 
Essex  and  Lady  Mary  Ker. 

George  Nicol  also  filed  the  following  exception 
to  the  report :  — ^  For  that  the  said  Master  had,  in 
and  by  his  said  report,  certified  that  he  was  of 
opinion  that  the  bond,  &c.,  in  his  report  men- 
tioned,  was  given  to  the  said  George  Nicol,  as  a 
bounty,  by  the  said  Ladies  Essex  and  Mary  Ker, 
without  any  consideration  having  been  paid  or 
given  to  tiie  said  George  Nicol  for  the  same, 
whereas  the  said  Miaster  ought  not  to  have  certi- 
fied that  the  said  bond  was  given  to  the  said 
George  Nicol  as  a  bounty  by  the  said  ladies,  with- 
out any  consideration  having  been  paid  or  given 
by  the  said  George  Nicol  for  the  same,  but  ought 
to  have  certified  that  the  same  was  given  to  the 
said  George  Nicol,  by  the  said  Ladies  Essex  and 
Mary  Ker,  partly  Jbr  services  performed  by  the 
said  George  Nicol,  and  partly  for  money  lent  and 
advanced  by  him  to  the  said  ladies. 

George  Nicol  died  in  June,  1 8S8,  and,  upon  his 
decease,  letters  of  administration  of  his  estate  and 
efiects  were  granted  by  the  prerogative  court  of 
Canterbury  to  the  Appellant,  as  his  only  child  and 
next  of  kin. 

Eleanor  Garrety,  one  of  the  Defendants  in  the 
first  suit,  and  one  of  the  residuary  legatees  of  Lady 
Essex  Ker,  died  about  the  same  period,  leaving 
the  Respondent,  James  Henry  Grarrety,  her  heir- 
at-law.  She  made  a  wiU,  dated  the  17th  day  of 
May,  1838  (which  did  not  pass  her  interest  in  the 
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1S81»  radl  eftCat^  in  question  in  the  first  suit)>  au4  thbrecNf 
dm  appoihted  James  Davies  and  Martin  Jotdaa 
o^  her  executors^  but  they  having  renounced  pro- 
bate  thereof,  letters  of  administration,  limited  to 
the  purposes  only  to  attend,  supply^  ttubstantiate^ 
and  confirm  the  proceedings  already  had  in  the 
befi)ie-mentioned  suit,  or  in  any  other  suit,  between 
the  .parties  thereto,  concerning  the  premises,  were 
gvattted  tb  the  Respondent  George  Finch.  The 
Respondent  Sir  Robert  Williams  Vaughan  there^ 
upen  filed  a  bill  of  revivor  and  supplement  against 
the  Respondents  George  Finch  and  James  Henry 
Garrety,  praying  that  the  original  suit  and  pnv 
ceediags  might  be  carried  on  and  c^itinued,  and 
the  usual  accounts  of*  the  personal  estates  of  the 
said  Eleanor  Gairety,  if  necessary,  takeli. 

The  three  £rst4nentioned  causes  came  on  to  be^ 
heard  before  the  Master  of  the  Rdils,  on  the 
matter  of  the  exception,  on  the  Q9th  day  of 
Jume^  1899,  and  at  the  same  time  the  supple^ 
mental  cause  came  on  for  hearing,  when  it  was^ 
ordiered,  thai  the  decree  made  in  the  two  first- 
mentiQUed  causes  dated  the  30th  day  of  June, 
1825*,  and  the  order  made  in  the  third-mentioned; 
cattse>  dated  the  25th  day  of  April,  1 827,  should 
be  carried  on  and  prosecuted  between  the  parties^ 
to  the  supplemental  suit  in  like  manner  as  tiiereb)r 
directed  by  the  former  decrees  and  orders:  and 
that  the  several  accounts  and  enquiries  directed: 
by  the  said  decree  should  be  continued,  and  car- 
ried OQ  in  lijce  manner  as  thereby  directed  between 
the  parties  to  that  suk :  and  that  the  costs  of  the 
aevei!al  parties  directed  to  be  taxed,  should  be  taxed 
accordingly :  and  that  the  parties  should  proceed 
to  a  trial  at  law  in  His  Majesty's  Court  of  King^l 
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Bendi,  upon  the  following  issues :  -^  1st,  Whether  issi. 
the  bond  for  1S,000/.  to  George  Nicol  was  exe- 
cuted by  Lady  Essex  Ker  and  Lady  Mary  Ker^ 
as  to  any  and  what  part  thereof,  for  services  per- 
formed by  George  Nicol  for  the  Ladies  Essex  and 
Mary  Ker,  or  as  to  any  and  what  part  thereof,  for 
money  lent  and  advanced  by  him  to  the  Lady 
Essex  Ker  and  Lady  Mary  Ker.  2dly,  Whether 
the  said  bond  was  executed  by  Lady  Essex  Ker 
and  Lady  Mary  Ker,  as  to  any  and  what  part  of 
the  same,  as  a  bond  of  indemnity  to  G  eorge  Nicol, 
in  respect  of  the  engagements  as  an  obligor  with 
the  said  Lady  Essex  Ker  and  Lady  Mary  Ker,  in 
a  bond  of  the  same  date  to  Messrs*  Coutts  and 
Company,  for  10,000^,  or  in  respect  of  any  other 
engagements  into  which  George  Nicol  had  entered 
as  a  security  for  the  Ladies  Essex  and  Mary  Ker. 
And,  3dly«  Whether  the  said  bond  was,  as  to  any 
and  what  part  of  the  sum  of  1^000/.,  intended  by 
the  said  Ladies  Essex  and  Mary  Ker,  as  a  gift  to 
George  Nicol :  Uie  representatives  of  George  Ni- 
col were  to  be  Plaintiffi  in  the  first  and  last  issues, 
and  the  Plaintiffs  in  equity  were  to  be  the  Defend- 
ants in  those  issues ;  and  in  the  second  issue  the 
Plaintiffs  in  equity  were  to  be  Plaintiffi  at  law, 
and  the  representatives  of  the  said  George  Nicol 
were  to  be  Defendants  at  law,  who  respectively 
were  forthwith  to  name  an  attorney,  to  appear  and 
plead  to  issue :  and  it  was  ordered,  that  it  should 
be  referred  to  the  Master  to  settle  such  issues,  in 
case  tiie  parties  differed  about  the  same,  and  the 
Judges  of  the  Court  of  King^s  Bench  were  to  be 
at  liberty  to  lendorae  any  aiatter  apeeially  upon  the 
postea.  The  consideration  of  all  furtihier  direc- 
tions, and  of  the  costs  of  the  suit,  were  reserved 
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1831.  in  like  manner  as  the  same  were  reserved,  by  the 
former  decree,  until  after  the  trial  of  the  issue?  i 
and  any  of  the  parties  were  to  be  at  liberty  to 
apply,  to  the  Court,  as  there  should  be  occasion. 

gainst  this  decree,  or  decretal  order,  William 
Nicol,  33  administrator  of  George  Nicol,  appealed 
to  the  House  of  Lords. 

For  the  Appellant,  Mr.  Tinney  and  Mr.  Wigram. 

For  the  Respondent,  Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mn 
Hope. 

The  Lard  Chancellor.  ^^  In  this  case  the  main 
question,  and  indeed  the  only  question,  is  with 
respect  to  the  origin  and  constitution  of  this  bond 
for  the  security  of  12,000/.  executed  by. Ladies 
Essex  and  Mary  Ker,  in  favour  of  Mr.  George 
!Nicol,  a  friend  of  themselves  and  their  family,  and 
to  whom  it  appears  they  were  in  various  respects 
under  obligations  for  acts  of  kindness,  and  among 
others,  the  obtaining  loans  of  money  for  them,  and 
interposing  his  security,  as  he  considered  at  the 
time,  at  his  imminent  risk,  besides  other  kind  offices 
•  of  a  less  important  nature,  having  been  a  friend 
of  their  brother  and .  themselves  for  many  years. 
These  ladies  having  executed  this  bond  in  his 
favour  to  the  amount  of  12,000il,  a  question  has 
arisen  in  a  suit,  in  the  Court  of  Chancery,  before 
the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  which  led  to  a  reference 
to  the  Master  among  other  things  to  enquire  into 
the  consideration  and  all  the  circumstances  under 
which  this  bond  was  executed;  and  the  Master 
having  taken  the  examination  of  Mr,  Nicol  on 
interrogatories  under  this  order,  and  having  had 
the  benefit  of  investigating  all  the  facts  brought 
before  him  by  the  parties  on  both  sides  to  explain 
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the  transaction,  on  the  21st  of  November,  18S8,       18SI. 

« 

made  bis  report,  finding,  that  **  Lady  Essex  Ker, 
by  her  wiU,  bearing  date  the  7th  of  September,  j; 
1819>  gave  and  bequeathed  to  the  said  George 
"  Nicol  the  sum  of  2000/.  in  the  following  words 
**  (that  is  to  say),  —  •  To  my  fnend,  George  Nicol, 
*< '  for  his  services,  I  leave  2000/. ;'  and  upon  con- 
**  sideration  of  the  said  examination,  the  said  let^ 
'*  ters,  and  the  several  circumstances  in  the  said 
^<  report  stated,  the  Master  certified  that  he  was  of 
opinion  that  the  said  bond,  dated  the  15th  day 
of  July,  1815,  for  securing  the  said  sum  of 
*'  12,000/.  and  interest,  under  the  hands  and  seals 
"  of  the  said  Lady  Essex  Ker  and  Lady  Mary 
*'  Ker,  was  not  a  bond  of  indemnity,  but  was .  a 
voluntary  bond,  given  to  the  said  George  Nicol 
as  a  bounty  by  the  said  Lady  Essex  Ker.  and 
**  Lady  Mary  Ker,  without  any  consideration 
^*  having  been  paid  or  given  by  the  said  George 
**  Nicol  for  the  same/' 

The  Master  disposes  of  two  questions :  he  first 
enquires  whether  the  bond  was  gratuitous  or 
voluntary,  and  he  finds  it  was  voluntary;  secondly, 
whether  the  bond  was  an  indemnity  against  another 
bond  bearing  the  same  date,  and  for  a  sum  of 
10,000/.  given  by  Lady  Essex  and  Lady  Mary  Ker 
to  the  late  Mr.  Coutts,  for  money  advanced ; 
whether  it  was  a  bond  of  indemnity  or  a  bond  for 
so  much  money  —  and  the  Master  found  that  it 
was  a  voluntary  bond,  a  bond  without  consider- 
ation. An  exception  was  taken  by  the  one  party 
to  the  first  of  these  findings,  viz.  that  which  found 
it  was  altogether  a  voluntary  bond :  that  excep- 
tion was  taken  by  the  present  Appellant,  represent- 
ing the  late  Mr.  Nicol,  who  contended  that  it  was 
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18S1.  partly  voluntary  add  partly  for  consideration.  An 
objection  was  also  taken  by  tbe  other  party,  the 
Respondents,  to  the  other  finding,  that  it  was  net 
a  bond  of  indemnity,  for  reasons  on  which  I  shall 
say  a  single  word. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls,  before  whom  these 
exceptions  came  to  be  argued,  wttbout  entering 
into  the  enquiiy,  directed  three  issues  to  be  tried 
by  a  jury,  i^rst,  Wliether  it  was  for  services 
and  loans?  Secondly,  Whether  It  was  a  bond 
of  indemnity  ?  And  thirdly.  Whether  it  was  in 
the  whole  gratuitous,  or  to  what  extent  it  was 
gratuitous  ?  Now,  if  it  was  not  a  bood  of  indem- 
nity, whether  it  was  gratuitous  or  voluntary,  really 
is  perfectly  immaterial  when  there  is  no  deficiency 
of  assets ;  but  even  if*  there  were  any  deficiency  of 
assets  it  would  be  equally  immaterial,  except  in 
this  respect,  that  the  gratuitous  part  might  not  be 
taken  in  preference  to  the  claims  of  creditors  for  a 
valuable  consideration  :  but  as  there  is  no  question 
upon  that  point,  and  the  parties  are  perfectly  satis- 
fied of  the  suflSciency  of  assets,  they  have  waived  that 
exception  altogether,  or  state  that  they  are  willing 
to  waive  it,  and  therefore  the  only  question  is  upon 
the  general  finding  of  the  Master,  (which  has  been, 
I  will  not  say  over-ruled  by  his  Honor,  but  not 
confirmed  by  his  Honor,)  that  it  was  not  a  bond  €£ 
indemnity ;  his  Honor  having  ordered  that  ques- 
tion to  be  tried  by  a  juiy. 

On  the  close  of  Mr.  Tinney's  very  able  aigu- 
ment,  I  had  a  very  strong  opinion  upon  this 
subject,  in  which  my  noble  and  learned  friend*, 
the  favour  of  whose  assistance  we  liave,  concurred, 
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which  was  so  strong  that  we  felt  it  waa  not  ne*  18S1. 
cessary  to  call  upon  Mr.  Wigram  to  support  his 
learned  leader,  and  that  opinion  is  not  at  all 
shaken  by  our  having  beard  all  which  has  been 
urged  by  the  learned  and  eloquent  counsel  for 
the  Req[>ondents ;  and  that  opinion  i%  that  a  Court 
is  noty  upon  a  mere  suggestion,  — upon  somebody 
getting  up  in  Court  and  saying,  **  Oh,  I  conceive 
*'  this  is  a  bond  of  indemnity,''— therefore  to  pre- 
sume it  to  be  so }  that  a  Court  ought  not,  because 
a  suspicion  attaches  to  the  bond  of  its  being  not 
what  it  purports  to  be, — because  it  was  executed  on 
the  same  day  with  another  bond  to  Messrs.  Coutts, 
-—therefore^  on  those  suggestions,  surmises,  and 
suspicions,  to  send  an  issue  to  be  tried  which  as- 
sumes that  the  whole  question  is  to  be  gone  into 
respecting  an  instrument  bearing  upon  its  own  face, 
and  being,  for  any  thing  which  appears,  not  in  the 
smallest  degree  a  bond  of  indemnity,  but  a  bond 
for  another  consideration,  viz.  love  or  affection,  or 
services  performed  on  behalf  of  this  lady,  or  in 
part  borrowed  numey,  as  the  case  may  be :  precisely 
the  same  suspicion  would  remain,  the  same  sur- 
mise might  be  entertained,  and  the  same  sugges- 
tions might  be  made  if  the  half  of  it  were  for 
borrowed  money,  and  the  other  half  gratuitous,  as 
are  now  entertained  on  the  ground  of  the  admission 
imported  into  the  cause  of  its  being  altogether 
voluntary,  according  to  the  Master's  finding.  I 
feel  tlie  more  strongly,  in  the  present  case,  that  this 
ought  not  to  be  sent  to  be  tried  by  a  jury,  more  es- 
pecially because  there  is  no  reason  to  believe  that 
there  can  be  any  examination  or  cross-eicamination, 
inasmuch  as  there  is  not  any  parol  evidence  forth- 
coming, none  of  the  witnesses  to  the  transactioq 
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188 1.  being  living.  fiut»  it  is  also  to  be  noted,  that 
the  proof  lies  upon  the  Respondents,  upon  the. 
party  impeaching  the  instrument,  which  appears 
to  have  nothing  upon  the  face  of  it  sufficient  to 
call  upon  any  Court  to  doubt  its  nature  to  bind 
the  parties.  It  appears,  upon  the  face  of  it,  to  be 
what  it  purports,  namely,  a  money  bond,  whatever 
the  consideration ;  but  the  seal  takes  away  all 
necessity,  in  the  present  state  of  the  cause,  for 
enquiries  whether  there  was  a  consideration  or 
not ;  you  are  not,  merely  on  a  suggestion  of  its 
supposed  connection  with  another  transaction,  to 
consider  it  part  of  that  other  transaction,  in  order 
to  invalidate  that  instrument  at  law.  If  that  could 
be  done  in  the  present  instance,  one  hardly  knows 
where  it  might  stop;  there  is  hardly  a  bond 
which  has  been  executed  which  might  not,  on 
some  such  suggestion  as  this,  be  made  the  subject, 
of  the  trial  of  an  issue. 

No  doubt,  it  was  executed  on  the  same  day 
with  another  bond :  but  then  it  is  for  a  different 
sum ;  and  I  cannot  quite  agree  in  the  argument, 
that  there  is  a  double  coincidence,  that  you  are 
to  divide  this  into  two  parts,  10,000/.  and  2000/. ; 
to  refer  the  10,000/.  to  the  consideration  of  in- 
demnity,—  that  happening  to  be  the  amount  of 
the  money  bond  to  Messrs.  Coutts,  —  and  to  con- 
sider the  2000/.  as  a  consideration  for  services 
rendered,  or  for  the  offices  of  friendship,  because 
the  will  happens  to  mention  2,000/.  I  should 
think  just  the  other  conclusion  might  be  drawn, 
if  the  lady  gives  a  bond  for  2,000/.,  and  after- 
wards, without  any  reference  to  that,  makes  a 
bequest  in  her  will  to  the  amount  of  2000/.  I 
should  assume,  prima  facie^  that,  saying  nothing 
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about  the  bond  in  the  will^  and  making  no  re*'  I8dl. 
ference  to  the  existence  or  object  of  the  will  in 
the  bond,  she  meant  to  let  them  both  stand  to-  «- 
gether,  and  indicated  an  intention  of  giving  the 
SOOOl.  in  the  will  ultra  the  2000/.  which  had  been 
already  secured  in  the  bond;  otherwise  where^ 
would  this  end  ?  It  cannot  be  said,  as  to  every 
person  who  gives  a  bond  for  SOOO/.,  and  imme- 
diately goes  away  and  makes  a  bequest  of  2,000/., 
that  the  one  is  to  be  taken  for  the  other.  It' 
cannot  be  supposed,  when  there  is  a  bond  for  a 
certain  sum,  and  a  bequest  of  the  same  sum  by 
the  same  testator  to  the  same  legatee,  that  there- 
fore the  two  are  the  same  thing,  and  that,  without 
any  reference  of  the  one  to  the  other,  by  which  it 
can  be  shewn  that  the  one  was  intended  as  a  sub- 
stitution for  the  other.  It  appears  to  me,  that  the 
opposite  conclusion  is  to  be  drawn  from  that :  all 
which  remains  is  the  identity  of  the  datej  and 
surely  that  is  too  slender  and  too  feeble  a  circum- 
stance on  which  to  proceed  in  ripping  up  the 
whole  of  this  instrument. 

Upon  the  whole,  I  have  no  hesitation  whatever  in 
recommending  to  your  Lordships  that  this  decree 
should  be  reversed,  so  far  as  I  have  stated.  We 
have  some  little  doubts,  both  my  noble  and  learned^ 
friend  and  myself^  whether  we  ought  to  enter  here 
into  the  matters  for  consideration  which  are  pre- 
sented by  this  case ;  perhaps  it  may  be  as  well  to 
send  it  back  to  His  Honor,  to  enter  into  the  con- 
siderations arising  from  these  letters ;  and  a  num« 
ber  of  very  important  considerations  do  arise  upon 
the  letters,  if  parties  see  fit  to  go  into  them. 

Mr.  Tinney. — The  decree  on  further  directions 
contains  no  directions  for  payment;  the  whole  mat- 
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18S1.  ter,  therefore,  will  be  presented  to  tbe  Court  bdow, 
if  your  Lordships  should  stmpljr  permit  us  to  with- 
draw our  exceptions,  and  should  overrule  tbe  other 
exceptions. 

The  Lord  Chancellor.  -^  Mjr  opinion  is,  that  the 
question  was  open  for  the  consideration  of  the 
Court  below  i  and  I  wish  to  leave  it  open  for  the 
consideration  of  the  Court  below,  which  I  think 
it  would  not  be  if  we  overruled  the  exceptioiu 
That  would  be  in  eflfect  confirmii^  the  Master's 
report* 

Lord  L^dkurst.  —  That  would  lead  to  conse- 
quences to  whidi  I  am  not  at  present,  at  least,  pre- 
pared to  accede.  The  case  is  not  ripe  for  that 
result 

The  Lord  Chancellor.  —  We  wisli  to  keep  ope» 
the  question  of  indemnity  or  no  indemnity  for 
the  Court  below.  We  cannot  do  otherwise^  for 
that  question  has  never  been  decided.  If  we  over- 
rule the  exception,  we  confirm  the  Master's  re- 
port and  conclude  the  question;  whereas  we  mean 
to  keep  open  the  question  of  the  circumstances 
under  which  this  bond  was  obtained,  or  the  ques- 
tion whether  he  acted  as  the  agept,  though  I  do 
not  see  much  in  that,  but  to  keep  open  the  real 
jq^uestion,  and  let  the  Master  of  tbe  Rolls  deal  with 
that  kintself^  instead  of  sending  it  to  an  issue. 
You  cannot  call  upon  us  to  do  more  than  your 
petition  of  appeal  prays  for,  namely,  to  reverse  the 
judgment^  we  could  not  go  further  than  that  with- 
out consent  The  Court  below  have  not  decided 
that  question,  which  they  must  do,  in  the  first 
instance. 

Lord  LyndkursL — It  will,  I  think,  be  better,  upon 
the  whde,  tliat  tbe  case  should  go  back.     I  agree 
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entirely  with  my  noble  and  learned  fidend  in  the  ^^}^^ 
view  which  he  has  presented  of  this  case*  It  wp- 
pears  to  me  that  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  ought  not 
to  have  directed  issues  in  this  case.  The  whole 
question,  in  point  of  eTidence,  was  before  him,  and 
he  was  folly  in  as  good  a  situation  to  draw  a  con- 
dosion  as  a  jury  could  be ;  and  I  think,  therefore^ 
upon  that  ground^  die  issaes  ought  not  to  have  been 
directed.  With  respect  to  the  other  poin^  namely,, 
as  to  whether  or  not  we  are  to  ccmsider  this  as  a 
bond  of  indenmity,  as  that  is  to  go  back  for  the 
consideration  of  the  Court  below,  it  may  he  as  well 
not  to  enter  very  fully  into  it.  The  bond,  on  the 
face  of  it,  is  a  simple  and  ordinary  bond  ;  there  is 
nothing  on  the  face  of  it  importing  that  it  is  a 
bond  of  indemnity.  It  appears  to  me  that  the  whole 
argument  of  the  case  is  on  the  other  side,  the  onus 
bearing  upon  them  to  shew  that  it  was  a  bond 
of  indemnity  consists  of  suspicion  and  conjecture, 
and  there  does  not  appear  to  me  sufficient,  in  point 
of  evidence,  to  warrant  our  coming  to  the  conclusion 
that  this  instrument,  on  the  face  of  it,  was  intended 
as  a  bond  of  indemnity ;  that  question,  however, 
according  to  what  my  noble  and  learned  friend 
has  stated,  will  go  back  for  the  consideration  of  the 
Master  of  the  Rolls.  If  the  Master  of  the  Rolls 
should  entertain  an  opinion  different  from  thdt 
which  we  have  intimated,  of  course  he  will  act 
upon  his  own  opinion,  and  we  shall  have  an  op- 
portunity, if  the  case  is  again  brought  here,  of 
revising  it  At  present  all  we  propose  doing  is, 
to  overrule  the  order  directing  those  issues,  the 
opinion  of  your  Lordships'  House  being,  that  the 
Master  of  the  Rolls  ought  not  to  have  directed 
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1831.  the  issues,   but  that  he  ought  himself  to  have 

^^  decided  the  question. 

▼AVOHAK.  «..— 


1 4th  Oct.  Ordered  and  adjudged,   that  so  much  of  the 

Order  complained  of  as  directs  the  trial  of:  certain 
issues  be  reversed,  and  that  the  Appellant  be 
allowed  to  withdraw  his  exceptions  to  the  Master's 
Report,  on  payment  of  costs;  and  it  is  further 
ordered,  that  the  cause  be  remitted  to  the  Court 
of  Chancery,  to  do  therein  as  shall  Hp  rohsistent 
with  this. 
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ENGLAND. 

(exchequer  chamber.) 

The  Company  of  Proprietors  1 
of  the  Glamorganshire  >  Plaintiffs  in  Error  ; 
Canal  Navigation-    -    -  J 

Richard  Blakemore    -    -    D^endant  in  Error. 

A  company  of  proprietors  had  power  under  an  act  of  par- 
liament to  make  a  canal  with  a  weir,  upon  such  a  construc- 
tion that  the  surplus  water  of  the  river  from  which  it  was 
fed  should  flow  into  a  watercourse,  which,  before  the  passing 
of  the  act,  was  used  for  working  machinery  belonging  to  B« 
The  canal  having  been  constructed  under  this  act,  another 
act  was  afterwards  obtuned  to  raise  more  money,  and  giving 
further  powers  as  to  the  extension  of  the  canal,  but  providing 
that  all  the  works  to  be  done  under  the  acts  should  be  com- 
pleted within  two  years  from  this  passing  of  the  latter  act. 
After  the  expiration  of  the  two  years,  the  company  having 
deepened  the  channel  of  the  canal  so  as  to  dinunish  the 
supply  of  water  in  the  watercourse  of  B.,  he  brought  an 
action  against  the  company  for  damages,  in  which  he  reco- 
vered a  verdict  and  judgment. 

Held,  upon  writ  of  error,  diat  a  declaration  stating  such  a  case, 
shewed  a  sufficient  cause  of  action,  and  that  although  the 
company  might  originally  have  made  the  canal  of  the  depth 
complained  of,  yet  that  having  once  completed  it  under  the 
act,  they  had  no  power  to  alter  it  afterwards  so  as  to  affect 
the  supply  of  water  to  the  works  of  B«,  and  that  under  the 
latter  act  they  had  no  power  to  make  any  alteration  after 
the  lapse  of  two  years  from  the  passing  of  the  act. 


XhE  Defendant  in  error  in  182?  brought  his 
action  on  the  case  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer, 
against  the  Plaintiffs  in  error. 


VUXK  CAWAL 
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USl»  The  declaration  contained  thirty-eight  counts; 

the  first  nineteen  of  them  complaining  of  certain 
injuries  to  the  Plaintiff  as  proprietor  of  certain 
works  called  Melin  Griffith  Works.  The  nineteen 
following  counts  complained  of  similar  injuries  to 
him  as  proprietor  of  certain  other  works,  called 
Pentyrch  Works,  and  did  not  in  any  other  respect 
materially  dififer  from  the  corresponding  counts  of 
the  first  nineteen. 

The  first  count  stated,  that  the  Plaintiff  was, 
and  for  a  long  time  had  been,  possessed  of  certain 
works,  used  for  the  purpose  of  trade  and  manu- 
facture, in  the  county  of  Glamorgan,  and  which, 
in  and  by  an  act  of  parliament  of  the  SO  G.  9«* 
*<  An  Act  for  making  and  maintaining  a  navigable 
*^  Canal  from  Merthyr  Tidvile,  to  and  through  a 
<<  place  called  the  Bank,  near  the  Town  of  Cardi£^ 
^*  in  the  Connty  of  Glamorgan,'*  were  called  the 
Melin  Griffith  Works,  and  also  of  a  cut  or  water- 
course in  the  said  act  mentioned  as  belonging  to 
those  woiits,  through  which  water  had  flowed  and 
oi^ht  to  flow,  for  the  use  of  the  works ;  and  that 
it  was  by  the  said  act  provided,  that  a  proper  weir 
should  be  made  above  the  said  works^  witlun  the 
lands  of  certain  persons  in  the  act,  called  Harford, 
Partridge,  and  Company,  for  the  purpose  of  letting 
off  or  conveying  the  surplus  water,  or  such  as 
should  not  be  necessary  for  the  use  of  the  said 
canal,  into  the  said  cut  or  watercourse  belonging 
to  the  said  works ;  that  the  said  Defendants  had 
made  the  canal,  and  ought  to  have  made  the 
weir  (a  reasonable  time  for  that  purpose  having 
elapsed);  yet  that  the  Defendants,  neglecting  their 

*  30  6. 3.  c.  82.|  the  first  Glamorganshire  Caoal  Act. 
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duty,  and  so  forth,  have  not  made  such  prqier  1881. 
weir,  but  have  neglected  and  omitted  to  do  so^ 
aod  instead  thereof  have  made  one  wholly  in- 
sufficient for  the  purpose  for  which  the  act  directs 
it  to  be  made,  whereby  the  Plaintiff  has  been 
deprived  of  the  use  and  benefit  of  the  surplus 
water  to  which  he  was  entitled* 

The  second  count  stated,  that  although  the  De^- 
fenriants  did  cause  to  be  made  a  certain  weir  on 
the  side  of  the  canal  above  the  Melin  Griffith 
Works^  as  and  for  the  weir  directed  by  the  act  of 
paiiiament,  yet  that  they  (in  fraud  and  deceit  of 
the  act  and  of  tiieir  duty)  kept  and  maintained  a 
certain  49ther  weir,  by  them  before  then  unlawfully 
made  on  the  side  of  the  canal,  much  wider  and 
lower«  to  wit,  thirteen  feet  wider  and  four  inches 
lower  tiian  the  weir  in  this  count  first  mentiooed, 
and  lower  in  the  course  and  current  of  water  of 
the  canal;  and  also  wrongfully  k^pt  and  con»- 
tinued  a  certain  channel  or  watercourse  theretofore 
wrongfully  made,  leading  ftatn  tiie  weir  in  this 
count  secondly  mentioned,  by  means  whereof  large 
quantities  of  the  surplus  water  which  otherwise, 
by  means  of  the  first  weir,  would  have  been  con- 
veyed to  the  Plaintiff's  works,  ran  and  flowed 
from  the  works  by  the  weir  in  this  count  secondly 
mentioned,  and  tiie  channel  so  wrongfully  made 
as  afivesaid. 

The  count  then  stated  general  damage  to  the 
Plaintiff,  as  proprietor  of  the  Melin  Griflith 
Works. 

The  third  count  difiered  from  the  second  only 
in  describing  the  weir  wrongfully  made  merely  as 
lower  down  the  course  and  current  of  the  water  of 
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ifiSK      the  canal,  and  omitting  to  state  iiiat  it  was  wider 
and  lower  than  the  first  weir«  . 

The  fourth  count  stated,  that  although  the  De- 
fendants did  cause  to  be  made  a  weir,  as  and  for 
the  weir  by  the  act  directed,  yet  that  they,  in 
&aud  of  the  act  of  parliament  and  of  their  duty, 
wrongfully  kept  and  continued  a  certain  other 
weir  oh  the  side  of  the  canal,  lower  in  the  course 
of  the  canal  than  the  weir  in  this  count  first 
mentioned,  and  also  wrongfully  kept  and  con- 
tinued certain  stop-gates  by  tlie  said  weir,  and 
also  a  channel  theretofore  wrongfully  made,  lead- 
ing from  the  weir  in  this  count  secondly  men- 
tioned, and  unnecessarily  left  open  the  stop-gates, 
and  certain  paddles  and  floods-gates  belonging  to  a 
lock  made  by  them  on  the  canal,  below  the  weir 
in  this  count  first  mentioned,  and  permitted  a  cer- 
tain lock  theretofore  made  by  them  upon  the  said 
canal,  below  and  nearest  to  the  works,  and  also 
other  locks  made  by  them  upon  the  canal  below 
the  works,  to  be  out  of  repair,  whereby  the  surplus 
water  was  diminished. 

The  fifth  count  stated,  that  although  the  said 
Defendants  did  cause  to  be  made  a  certain  weir 
on  the  side  of  the  canal,  above  tlie  said  works, .  as 
and  for  the  weir  by  the  said  act  directed  to  be 
made,  yet  the  said  Defendants  wrongfully  left 
open  certain  paddles  and  flood-gates  in  a  lock  a 
little  below  the  weir,  and  thereby  diminished  the 
surplus  water. 

The  sixth  count  stated,  that  the  Defendants 
used  the  canal  in  ah  unreasonable  and  improper 
manner,  and  suffered  the  water  to  escape  for  want 
of  proper  puddling  and  lining,  and  thereby  dimi- 
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nished  the  surplus  water^  which  would  otherwise       1891. 
have  flowed  to  the  PlaintiflPs  works.  n^^!!^^ 

The  seventh  count  stated,  that  whereas  before  •■»«  camal 
and  until  passing  of  the  said  act  of  parliament,  «. 
and  until  the  taking  and  carrying  away  thereof  by 
the  Defendants,  in  the  manner  hereinafter  men- 
tioned, large  quantities  of  the  water  of  the  river 
Taff  ran  and  flowed,  and  of  right  ought  to  run  and 
flow,  through  the  said  cut  or  watercourse  in  the 
said  act  mentioned,  to  the  Melin  Griffith  Works. 
And  whereas,  by  a  certain  other  act  of  parliament, 
made  and  passed  in  the  36  G.  3.*,  intituled  <<  An 
^*  Act  to  amend  an  Act  of  the  thirtieth  Year  of 
<<  his  present  Majesty,  for  making  and  maintaining 
^<  a  navigable  Canal  from  Merthyr  Tidvile,  to  and 
<<  through  a  place  called  the  Bank,  near  the  Town 
<<  of  Cardifl^  in  the  County  of  Glamorgan,  and  for 
**  extending  the  said  Canal  to  a  place  called  the 
<<  Lower  Layer,  below  the  said  Town/'  it  was 
enacted  that  the  several  works  therein  mentioned, 
and  all  other  works  whatsoever  incident  to  the  said 
canal,  and  extension  to  be  made  or  done  by  virtue 
of  the  act  in  this  count  first  mentioned,  and  last 
mentioned  act,  should  in  all  things  be  finished 
and  completed  within  the  space  of  two  years  next 
after  the  passing  of  the  last^mentioned  act  And 
whereas  the  Defendants,*  after  the  passing  of  the 
said  several  acts,  and  by  virtue  thereof,  finished  and 
completed  tlie  canal,  and  continually  have  taken 
out  of  the  said  river  into  the  canal  large  quan- 
tities of  the  water  of  the  river,  which  otherwise  of 
right  would  have  flowed  through  the  said  cut  or 
watercourse  to  the  said  works.    By  reason  of  all 

* 
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18S1.      D^hich  premises,  and  by  virtue  of  the  said  several 
,^][2^^^    acts,  it  became  and  was,  and  still  is,  the  duty  of 
WM  cAMAt   the  Defendants  not  only  to  make,  erect,  and  con- 
V.  tifiue  such  weir,  as  m  the  said  act  m  this  count 

first  mentioned  is  directed,  for  the  use  of  the 
Melin  Griffith  Works,  but  also,  after  the  expiration 
of  the  said  two  years  after  the  passing  of  the  act 
in  this  count  secondly  mentioned,  to  abstain  from 
enlarging,  widening,  deepening,  varying,  or  alter- 
ing the  canal,  or  the  works  thereof^  or,  by  such 
wajTS  and  means,  or  by  any  of  them,  lessening  the 
quantity  of  surplus  wat^,  or  such  as  should  not 
be  necessary  for  the  use  of  the  said  canal,  and  in 
all  respects  to  allow  and  give  to  die  proprietors 
of  the  said  works  the  reasonable  and  just  ben^f^ 
use,  and  enjoyment  of  the  said  weir  so  directed  to 
be  made  as  aforesaid ;  and  although  the  Defaid- 
ants  did  make  a  certain  weir  cm  the  side  of  the 
said  canal  above  the  works,  as  and  for  the  weir  so 
directed  to  be  made  as  aforesaid,  for  the  purpose 
of  letting  off  the  surplus  water,  or  such  as  should 
not  be  necessary  for  the  use  of  the  said  canal,  into 
the  said  cut  or  watercourse  for  the  benefit  of  the 
works,  yet  the  Defendants,  not  further  regarding 
their  duty  in  this  behalf,  but  contriving,  and  so 
forth,  did  not,  after  the  expiration  of  the  said  two 
.years,  abstain  from  enlarging,  widening,  deepen- 
ing, varying,  and  altering  the  said  canal,  but  on 
the  contrary  thereof  have  gready  enlarged,  widen- 
ed, deepened,  varied,  and  altered  the  canal,  where- 
by a  much  greater  quantity  of  water  then  and 
there  became  necessary  for  the  use  of  the  said 
canal,  and  whereby  large  quantities  of  water  being 
in  the  said  canal,  which  otherwise  would  have 
been  surplus  water,  or  not  necessary  for  the  use  of 
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the  said  canal,  and  which  ought  to  have  been,  and 
otherwise  would  have  been,  let  off  and  conveyed 
at,  and  by,  and  over,  the  said  last-mentioned  weir 
out  of  the  canal  into  the  said  cut  or  watercourse 
of  the  said  Plaintiff,  for  the  benefit  of  the  said 
works,  became  necessary  for  the  use  of  the  said 
canal  so  wrongfully  enlarged,  widened,  deepened, 
varied,  and  altered  as  aforesaid,  and  ceased  to  be 
surplus  water,  and  were  prevented  from  running 
and  flowing  by  and  over  the  said  weir  in  this 
count  mentioned,  unto  the  works  of  the  Plaintiff, 
and  ran  and  flowed  away  from  the  works,  Whereby 
the  said  Plaintiff  has  lost  great  part  of  the  use  of 
the  said  weir  so  directed  to  be  made  as  aforesaid, 
and  large  quantities  of  the  water  of  the  said  canal, 
of  which  he  ought  to  have  had  the  use. 

The  eighth  count  is  for  continuing  the  griev- 
atices  mentioned  in  the  seventh. 

The  ninth  count  is  for  continuing  an  enlarge- 
ment of  the  sea  lock,  made  more  than  two  years 
after  the  36  Gr.  3.  c.  69«f  whereby  more  water  was 
required  for  the  use  of  the  canal. 

The  tenth  count  stated,  that  whereas  before  and 
until  the  passing  of  the  said  act  of  parliament  in 
the  said  first  count  of  this  declaration  mentioned, 
and  until  the  taking  and  carrying  away  thereof  by 
the  said  Defendants,  in  the  manner  hereinafter 
mentioned,  large  quantities  of  the  water  of  the 
river  Taff  were  conveyed,  ran,  and  flowed,  and  of 
right  ought  to  have  run  and  flowed,  by  and 
through  the  said  cut  or  watercourse,  in  the  said 
act  in  this  count  above  mentioned,  to  the  Meiin 
Orifiith  Works.  And  whereas,  by  a  certain  othei' 
act  of  parliament^  made  and  passed  in  the  thirty* 
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18SL      sixth  year  of  the  reign  of  his  late  Majesty,  intituled 

^^'^^^^^      as  in  the  seventh  count  of  this  declaration  before 

•HiRBCAMAL  specifiedi  it  was  enacted  that  the  several  works 

therein  mentioned,  and  a  certain  extennon  therein 

mentioned,  and  all  other  works  whatsoever  incident 

to  the  said  canal,  and  extension  to  be  made  or 

done  by  virtue  of  the  said  act,  in  this  coifUit  first 

above  mentioned,  and.  of  the  said  act  last  above 

mentioned,  should,  in  all  things,  be  finidied  and 

completed  within  the  space  of  two  years  next  after 

the  pas»ng  of  the  said  last-mentioned  act    And 

whereas  the  said  Defendants,  after  the  passing  of 

the  said  several  acts,  and  by  virtue  thereof,  made 

their  certain  canal,  to  wit,  at  Whitchurch  afore* 

sjiid,  in.  the. county  aforesaid,  by  reason  of  which 

premises,  and  by  virtue  of  which  said  several  acts^ 

it  became,  and  was>  and  still  is  the  duty  of  the  said 

Defendants,  afler  the  expiration  of  the  said  twa 

years  from  the  passing  of  the  said  last-mentioned 

act,  to  abstain  from  making  and  erecting  any 

engine,  for  the  purpose  of  taking  and  carrying 

away  from  and  out  of  the  said  river,  into  the  said 

(anal,  any  quantity  ol  the  water^  ^  the  said  river, 

which  otherwise  might  and  wpqld  have  been  con* 

yeyed,  and  have  run  aqd  flo\ir^d|  by.  and  through 

the  said  cut  or  watercourse  tp  tb^,  sfdd  works,  yet 

the  said  Defendants*  not  regarding  it^Qir  duty  and 

so  forth,  after  the  expiration  of  the  said  two  years 

from  the  passing  of  the  Jast-mentioned  act,,  made 

or  erected  a  certain  fire  engine,  for  the  purpose  of 

pumping  and  conveying  the  water  of  the  said  river 

into  the  canal,   whereby  large  quantities  c^  the 

water  of  the  said  river,  which  otherwise  would  and 

ought  to  have  run  and  flowed  through  the  said  cut 
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or  watercourse  to  the  said  works,  were  pumped  by 
the  engine  out  of  the  river  into  the  canal,  and 
flowed  away  from  the  works. 

The  eleventh  count  is  for  continuing  the  injuries 
mentioned  in  the  tenth  count 

The  twelfth  count  stated,  that  whereas,  before 
and  until  the  passing  of  the  first  act  of  parliament, 
large  quantities  of  the  water  of  the  river  Tafi^  ran 
and  flowed,  and  ought  to  run  and  flow,  through 
the  said  cut  or  watercourse,  in  the  said  last-men- 
tioned act  mentioned,  to  the  Melin  Griffith  Works ; 
and  whereas  the  said  Defendants,  after  the  passing 
of  the  last-mentioned  act,  and  by  virtue  thereof^ 
made  the  canal,  and  continually  have  taken  oqt  of 
the  river,  into  the  canal,  water  which  .otherwise 
would  have  run  and  flowed  through  the  said  cut 
or  watercourse  to  the  works ;  by  reason  of  which 
premises,  and  by  virtue  of  the  said  last»>raentioned 
act,  it  became  and  was  the  duty  of  the  said  De- 
fendants not  only  to  make  and  erect  such  weir,  as 
in  and  by  the   ast-mentioned  act  is  directed,  for 
the  use  of  the  said  works,  but  also,  aft;er  the  making 
and  erecting  of  the  said  weir,  to  abstain  ft-om  en« 
larging,  widening,  deepening,  varying,  or  altering 
the  said  canal,  and  from  thereby  lessening  the 
quantity  of  surplus  water,  or  such  as  should  not  be 
necessary  for  the  use  of  the  said  canal,  and  to  allow 
and  give  to  the  said  proprietors  of  the  said  works 
the  reasonable  and  just  benefit,  use,  and  enjoyn^ent 
of  the  said  weir,  so  directed  to  be  made  as  afore- 
said.   And  although  the  said  Defendants  did  make 
a  certain  weir  on  the  side  of  the  said  canal,  above 
the  said  works,  as  and  for  the  weir  so  directed  to 
be  made  as  aforesaid,  for  the  purpose  of  letting  oflT 
the  surplus  water  into  the  said  cut  or  watercourse, 
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for  the  benefit  of  the  works,  yet  the  Defendants, 
not  further  regarding  their  duty  and  so  forth,  did 
not,  after  the  making  of  the  said  weir,  abstain  from 
enlarging,  widening,  deepening,  varying,  and  alter* 
ing  the  said  canal ;  but,  on  the  contrary  thereof, 
have  greatly  enlarged,  widened,  deepened,  varied, 
and  altered  the  said  canal,  whereby  a  much  greater 
quantity  of  water  then  and  there  became  necessary 
for  the  use  of  the  said  canal  th»i  theretofore,  and 
whereby  the  surplus  water  was  diminished. 

The  thirteenth  count  was  for  continuing  the 
grievances  mentioned  in  the  twelfth  count. 

The  fourteenth  count  differed  trom  the  thirteenth, 
in  stating  the  grievance  to  be  the  keeping  and  main- 
taining an  enlargement  of  the  sea  lock,  which  had 
been  wrongfully  made  after  the  making  of  the 
weir  directed  by  the  first  act. 

The  fifteenth  count  stated,  that  the  Defendants 
improperly  used  the  water  of  the  canal,  for  the 
purpose  of  working  a  corn  mill. 

The  sixteenth  count  stated,  that  the  Defendants 
improperly  used  the  water,  for  the  working  of 
steam  engines. 

The  seventeenth  count  stated,  that  the  Defend- 
ants improperly  used  the  water  for  a  graving 
dock. 

The  eighteenth  count  stated,  that  the  Defend- 
ants  improperly  used  the  water  for  the  purpose  of 
making  iron. 

The  nineteenth  count  stated  the  Plaintiff's  pos- 
session of  Melin  Griffith  Works,  and  that  the  De- 
fendants wrongfully  diverted  the  water  which 
ought  to  flow  to  them,  without  stating  the  acts  of 
parliament  or  the  mode  of  diversion. 

Each  of  the  counts  stated  general  and  special 
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damage  to  the  PlaintifF,  as  proprietor  of  Melin 
Griffith  Works. 

The  other  counts,  from  the  twentieth .  to  the 
thirty-eighth  inclusively,  complained  of  injuries  to 
the  Pentyrch  Works,  of  the  same  description  as 
tliose  stated  in  the  corresponding  counts  of  the 
first  nineteen,  with  respect  to  the  M^lin  Griffith 
Works. 

The  Defendants  pleaded  the  general  issue  and 
the  statute  of  limitations,  on  which  pleas  issues 
were  joined. 

The  cause  was  tried  at  the  Hereford  Summer 
assizes  1837* 

The  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  Defendants  on 
the  first  issue,  on  the  fifteenth,  sixteenth,  and 
eighteenth  counts,  and  on  the  corresponding  counts 
of  the  last  ninetieen,  that  is,  on  the  thirty-fourth, 
thirty-fifth,  and  thirty-seventh ;  and  a  verdict  for 
the  Plaintiff,  on  both  issues  on  all  the  other  counts 
of  the  declaration,  for  17QL  damages ;  the  damages 
were  entire.  The  Plaintiff  afterwards  had  judg- 
ment for  those  damages  and  his  costs. 

On  this  judgment  the  Plaintifis,  in  Hilary  term 
18S9,  brought  their  writ  of  error  in  the  Exchequer 
Chamber* 

The  case  was  argued  by  counsel  before  the 
Lord  Chief  Justice  of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench, 
and  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  of  the  Court  of  Com- 
mon Pleas,  on  the  ISth  of  November,  1829 ;  and 
on  theSd  of  February,  1830,  the  Lord  Chancellor, 
by  the  advice  of  the  two  Lords  Chief  Justices, 
affirmed  the  judgment. 

Upon  this  judgment  of  affirmance^  the  original 
Defendants  brought  their  writ  of  error  in  par- 
liament. 
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For  the  Appellants,  Mr.  Maule. 
For  the  Respondents^  Serjt.  Russell  and  SerfL 
Ludlow. 


Lord  Lyndhvrst.  <—  This  was  an  action  brought 
by  Mr.  Blakemore  for  the  purpose  of  recovering: 
compensation  in  damages  for  certain  injury  which 
Mr.  Blakemore  alleged  he  had  sustained,  in  con- 
sequence of  certain  works  that  had  been  carried 
on  by  the  proprietors  of  the  Glamorganshire  Canal 
Company,  the  effect  of  which  had  been  to  dimi- 
nish the  usual  and  oustomary  supply  of  water  to 
two  mills  of  which  Mr.  Blakemore  is  the  occupier. 
The  declaration  consisted  of  a  great  number  of 
counts, — one  half  of  those  counts  applied  to  cer^ 
tain  works  known  by  the  name'  of  the  Melin 
Griffith  Works,  the  other  half  of  these  counts  ap^ 
plied  to  the  other  works  known  by  the  name  of 
Pentyrch  Works*  The  counts,  with  respect  to  the 
Melin  Griffith  Works,  are  substantially  the  same 
as  those  that  relate  to  the  Pentyrch  Works ;  there- 
fore it  is  not  necessary  that  I  should  trouble  your. 
liOrdships  by  going  over  them,  as  they  relate  to  both. 

The  jury  found  a  verdict  in  favour  of  Mr. 
Blakemore,  the  Plaintiff,  on  many  of  the  counts. 
In  pursuance  of  that  verdict,  judgment  was  en- 
tered up  in  the    Court   of  Exchequer,   in    fa- 
vour of  Mr.  Blakemore,  upon  those  counts,  both 
as  it  related  to  the  Melin  Griffith  Works,  and  as 
it  related  to  the  Pentyrch  Works.     A  writ  of  error 
was  brought  from  that  judgment  into  the  Court  of 
Exchequer  Chamber.   The  case  was  argued  before- 
Lord  Tenterden,  Lord  Chief  Justice  of  the  Court 
of  King's  Bench,  and  also  before  the  Lord  Chief 
Justice  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  and  the^ 
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judgment  of  the  Conrt  of  Exchequer  was  affirmed. 
From  that  judgment  a  writ  of  error  was  brought 
into  parliament;  and  it  is  for  your  Lordships  to 
say,  whether  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Ex- 
chequer Chamber,  prteeded  by  the  judgment  of 
the  Court  of  Exchequer,  was  or  was  not  erroneous; 

The  verdict  and  the  judgment  were  general ; 
and  it  follows,  therefore^  that  as  the  verdict  and 
judgment  were  general,  if  any  one  Court  is  de- 
fective, of  course  the  judgment  cannot  be  sus^ 
tained.  The  objections,  therefore,  that  are  madd 
on  the  part  of  the  Defendants,  are  made  to  some 
of  the  counts ;  and  if  these  objections  are  valid, 
if  any  one  of  them,  indeed,  is  valid,  in  that  case 
the  judgment  ought  to  be  reveraed.  Now,  in 
order  to  simplify  the  case,  we  must  class  the  ob- 
jections. There  is  one  set  which  apply  to  the 
seven  first  counts;  there  is  another  set  which 
apply  to  the  counts  from  the  seventh  to  and  in- 
cluding the  eleventh ;  there  is  another  set  whiclr 
apply  to  the  twelfth,  to  the  thirteenth,  and  to  the 
fourteenth ;  and  the  same  objections  apply  to  the 
corresponding  counts  that  relate  to  the  other  works,: 
the  Pentyrch  Works. 

Now  1  shall  begin  by  considering  the  objection 
as  far  as  it  applies  to  the  twelfth  count,  and  after 
I  have  stated  the  observations  which  I  have  to  make 
to  it,  it  will  be  unnecessary  for  me  to  trouble  your 
Lordships  with  any  thing  as  to  the  thirteenth  and 
fourteenth  counts;  for  the  principle  which  is  ap- 
plicable to  the  twelfth,  will  equaUy  apply  to  them,' 
and  I  shall  therefore  afterwards  direct  the  atten-^ 
tion  of  your  Lordships  to  the  seventh,  and  then, 
again,  it  will  be  unnecessary  for  me  to  go  into. the* 
eighth,  ninth,  tenth,  and  eleventh  ;  for  the  princi- 

p  p  4 
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pie  that  applies  to  the  seventh  will  equally  apply 
to  the  eighth,  ninth,  tenth,  and  eleventh. 

In  order  to  understand  the  twelfth  count,  which 
refers  to  a  certam  act  of  parliament,  I  must  state 
to  your  Lordships  the  facts  as  they  appear  in  the 
count  and  in  the  act  of  parliament ;  for  that  is  the 
true  way  in  which  to  present  the  case  to  your 
consideration. 

It  appears,  that  previously  to  the  passing  of  aq 
act  of  parliament,  as  far  back  as  the  year  1790, 
the  parties,  under  whom  Mr.  Blakemore  holds  the 
Melin  Griffith  Works,  were  in  possession  of  the  same 
works  in  the  same  state;  and  it  is  alleged  in  the  de- 
claration, and  must  be  taken  now,  after  the  verdict, 
to  have  been  proved,  that  at  that  time  they  were 
entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  water  from  the  Tsff, 
which  passes  through  a  certain  cut  or  watercourse 
from  the  Taff  for  the  use  of  these  works  j  —  the 
works,  in  fact,  were  carried  on  by  the  water  from 
the  Taff,-— by  water  from  and  communicating  with 
the  Taff  through  a  certain  cut  or  watercourse  — 
they  were  entitled  to  that  water  at  that  time.     At 

that  period  an  act  of  parliament  was  passed 
establishing  a  company,  the  object  of  which  was 
to  form  a  navigable  canal  from  Merthyr  Tyd- 
vil  to  a  place  called  the  Bank,  near  Cardiff.^  The 
canal  so  formed  was  to  be  supplied  with  water  from 
the  river  Taff,  and  from  «other  sources  in  the  neigh- 
bourhood. It  is  quite  obvious,  therefore,  that  the 
water  so  drawn  from  the  river  Taff,  considering 
the  situation  of  the  canal,  would  be  water  drawn 
from  that  source  which  supplied  the  Melin  Griffitb 
Works ;  and,  indeed,  it  is  so  stated  in  the  declar-^ 
ation,  and  must,  after  the  verdict,  be  taken  to  have 
been  proved.     When  the  act  of  parliament  wa» 
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passed,  therefore,  a  provision  was  made  for  the 
purpose  of  securing  and  protecting  the  interests  of 
the  owners  of  those  works.  It  was  provided  in 
the  act  of  parliament,  that  there  should  be  a  weir 
in  the  canal  on  that  side  of  the  canal  communicat- 
ing with  the  cut  or  watercourse  to  which  I  have 
referred ;  and  that  care  should  be  taken  that  the 
locks,  the  gates  immediately  below  the  weir, 
should  be  kept  in  good  repair,  a  very  effectual 
provision  for  that  purpose  was  put  into  the  act 
The  effect  of  this  arrangement  was,  of  course,  this: 
that  the  water  passing  into  the  Taff  would,  with 
the  exception  of  that  which  was  necessary  for  the 
purposes  of  the  canal,  pass  over  the  weir  into  the 
watercourse  as  before,  and  be  made  use  of  for  the 
Melin  Griffith  Works.  This  was  an  arrangement 
made  under  the  authority  of  the  legislature,  and 
probably  with  the  consent  of  the  parties.  After 
this  act  of  parliament  was  passed,  the  canal  was 
completed,  and  the  weir  constructed.  The  act  of 
parliament  did  not  point  out  any  particular  dimen- 
sions for  the  canal.  It  seems  to  have  been  con- 
sidered that  the  parties  at  the  time  understood 
what  species  of  canal,  and  whaf  size  and  what 
form  of  canal,  was  intended  to  be  made.  The 
act  of  parliament,  however,  pointed  out  no  par- 
ticular dimensions,  but  it  directed  the  works  to 
be  formed  in  the  manner  which  I  have  described. 
The  canal,  as  the  declaration  states,  was  actually 
formed  according  to  the  provisions  of  the  act  of 
parliament ;  and  by  the  forming  of  that  canal,  which 
was  formed  by  the  company  of  proprietors  them- 
selves, an  apportionment  of  the  water  was  made 
under  the  authority  of  the  legislature.  It  was 
competent  for  the  company  of  proprietors,  at  the 


1831. 


OLAltOROAIfo 

iJliiftr^AirAi. 

l^AVtOATlON 

V. 
BLAKIMOftX. 


562 


CASES    IN   THE    HOUSE   OF   LORDS 


1881. 


QLAlIOmOAK* 
tBUt»  CAXAtt 

MATiaAxioir 

V* 
BLAKXMOEB* 


time,  to  have  made  a  large  canal;  at  Ieast»  as 
there  are  no  limits  in  the  act  of  parliament  to 
which  the  canal  was  to  be  confined,  we  have  no 
reason  to  suppose  they  might  not  have  made  a 
larger  canal,  but  still  they  made  such*  a  one  as 
tiiey  thought  necessary  and  proper,  and  under  the 
authority  of  the  legislature.  So  they  made  that 
canal  under  the  authority  of  the  act,  an  act  con- 
taining a  provision  for  the  purpose  of  securing  the 
owners  of  the  Melin  Griffith  Works,  and  under  it 
they  apportioned  the  waters  as  between  them- 
selves, the  proprietors  of  the  canal  company, 
and  the  owners  of  these  works.  I  conceive  that, 
having  done  so,  the  rights  of  the  parties  were 
fixed  and  ascertained.  The  legislature  gave  the 
company  of  proprietors  a  power  to  do  this,  —  a 
power  to  make  the  canal  and  constract  the  water- 
course in  the  manner  I  have  described.  The  ques- 
tion is,  whether,  after  these  works  had  been  so 
made  and  so  completed,  under  the  authority  of 
the  act  of  parliament  —  after  the  water  for  the 
Melin  Griffith  Works  had  been  provided  for,  as 
I  have  stated— after  the  apportionment  of  the 
water  had  been  made,  —  as  it  was  made,  in  pur- 
suance of  the  provision  of  the  act  of  parliament  — 
whether  the  rights  of  the  parties  were  not  fixed, 
ascertained,  and  determined  from  that  moment. 
I  am  of  opinion  that  they  were,  and  that  the  com- 
pany of  proprietors  of  the  Glamorganshire  canal 
had  no  right  afterwards  to  enlarge,  and  extend, 
and  widen  and  deepen  the  canal,  so  as  to  draw  a 
much  larger  quantity  of  water  from  the  river  Taff 
and  to  interfere  with  the  water  which  had  been  so 
apportioned  to  the  Melin  Griffith  Works,  and  so  as 
to  injuriously  afiect  their  use. 


ON  'APPEALS   AND   WRITS   OF   ERROR. 


565 


The  declaration  goes  on  to  statd  in  the  twelfth 
count,  (after  stating  the  facts  I  have  mentioned 
in  the  seventh  count,)  that  after  the  weir  had 
been  constructed,  and  after  the  canal  had  been 
completed,  it  was  their  duty  (the  duty  of  the  com- 
pany of  proprietors  of  the  canal)  to  abstain  from' 
enlarging,  widening,  deepening,  and  varying  and  al« 
tering  the  canal,  and  that  it  was  their  duty  to  allow 
the  proprietors  of  the  Melin  Griffith  Works  the  fair 
and  reasonable  use  of  the  weir  that  had  been  made, 
as  I  have  stated ;  but  that  not  regarding  their  duty^ 
in  that  respect,  they  had,  at  a  subsequent  period, 
varied,  enlarged,  widened,  and  deepened  the  canal, 
and  drawn  off  thereby  very  large  quantities  of 
water,  and  had  in  a  great  measure  thereby  de« 
prived  the  Plaintiff  of  the  benefit — the  full  benefit 
—-of  the  water  which  had  been  secured  to  him 
under  the  authority  of  the  act  of  parliament. 

Such  a  case  proved  is  a  just  case  for  entitling 
Mr.  Blakemore  to  damages  against  the  company 
of  proprietors ;  and  if  your  Lordships  are  of  that 
opinion,  then,  as  far  as  relates  to  the  twelfth* 
count,  the  judgment  of  the  Court  below  should  be 
affirmed. 

The  thirteenth  and  fourteenth  counts  depend 
upon  the  same  principle,  and  upon  the  correspond- 
ing counts  relating  to  the  works  known  by  the 
name  of  the  Pentyrch  Works.  The  question  and 
the  counts  are,  precisely  the  same. 

The  seventh  count,  is  in  substance  the  same  as 
the  twelfth  count,  but  it  contains  in  addition  a^ 
most  important  allegation,  rendering  the  case 
stronger,  if  possible,  than  it  is  upon  the  twelfth 
count.  It  states  that,  in  the  year  1796,  six  years  after 
the  passing  of  the  act  to  which  I  have  referred/ 
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another  act  of  parliament  was  passed,  relating  to 
the  same  subject ;  that  act  stated,  that  the  money 
which  had  been  raised  under  the  former  act  of 
parliament  was  not  sufficient  to  enable  the  com- 
pany of  proprietors  of  the  Canal  Navigation  to 
complete  all  the  works ;  and  it  further  stated,  that 
it  was  desired  that  the  limits  of  the  canal  should 
be  extended  to  a  point  beyond  the  original  point; 
and  it  gave  authority  to  raise  the  additional  sum 
of  10,000/.,  and  a  further  sum  of  another  10,000/., 
under  other  circumstances,  for  the  purpose  of 
completing  the  works  authorised  under  the  ori- 
ginal bill,  and  for  the  purpose  of  making  the 
extension  which  I  have  adverted  to.  But  then, 
that  act  of  parliament  provides,  that  all  those 
works  begun  under  the  former  act,  or  to  be  done 
under  this  act,  shall  be  completed  within  two 
years,  and  that  no  part  of  the  money  shall  be 
applied  to  any  of  those  works  that  shall  not  be 
completed  within  the  two  years.  Now  it  is  argued 
that  the  meaning  of  that  act  is  not  to  prohibit  the 
carrying  on  of  the  works  after  the 'expiration  of  the 
two  years  unfinished,  but  merely  that  the  further 
works  shall  not  be  paid  for  out  of  the  10,000/. 
which  was  to  be  so  raised.  I  am  not  of  that  opi- 
nion :  I  think  the  act  of  parliament  means  to  say 
that  no  part  of  the  10,000/i  shall  be  applied  to  any 
works  that  should  not  be  completed  within  the  two 
years ;  and,  further,  that  it  means  -to  say  "that  no 
works  should  be  carried  on  adversely  to  the  in- 
terests of  any  individual  after  the  expiration  of 
these  two  years. 

Six  years  had  already  been  occupied,  at  the 
passing  of  this  act,  in  the  carrying  on  of  these^ 
works ;  and  it  was  the  object  of  the  act  of  par- 
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be  confined  in  the  prosecution  of  further  works    ^^om^^^ 
adverse  to  the  interests  of  the  proprietors  of  other    ■«»»  camai 
works.     That  is  the  reasonable  and  safe  construe-  v^ 

tion  of  the  act  of  parliament,  and  it  is  the  clear 
and  intelligible  meaning  of  it 

Now,  the  seventh  count  states,  that  the  canal  was 
completed  at  the  expiration  of  two  years ;  and  it 
states,  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the  company  of  pro- 
prietors of  the  canal  navigation,  after  the  expira- 
tion of  the  two  years,  to  abstain  from  making 
any  enlargement  td  the  canal  which  should  inter- 
fere with  the  interest  of  Mr.  Blakemore :  and 
that  notwithstanding  that,  after  the  expiration 
of  the  two  years,  they  enlarged,  widened,  aiid 
deepened  the  canal,  and  thereby  took  great  ad- 
ditional quantities  of  water  from  the  Melin  Griffith 
Works,  to  the  great  injury  of  Mr.  Blakemore  j  and 
the  question  is,  whether  that  seventh  count  contains 
a  sufficient  legal  statement  of  the  cause  of  action  ? 

It  contains  evep  a  stronger  case  than  the  twelfth 
count,  and  certainly  a  sufficient  legal  statement  of 
the  cause  of  action.  The  rights  of  Mr.  Blakemore 
the  Plaintifl^  were  fixed  by  the  previous  act  of 
parliament,  had  it  not  been  for  the  intervention  of 
this  second  act  of  parliament.  The  second  act  of 
parliament  gives  a  certain  further  time  to  the 
Compj^ny  of  Proprietors  of  the  Glamorganshire 
Canal  Navigation,  to  carry  on,  and  alter,  and  make 
their  works ;  it  is  therefore  reasonably  to  be  in- 
ferred, that  it  was  intended  that  any  alteration  to 
be  made  should  be  made  within  the  two  years  by 
the  company  of  proprietors.  Taking  into  con- 
sideration the  language  of  the  clause,  and  the  con- 
struction  which  I  have  considered  to  apply  to  the 
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1891.      act,  it  cannot  be  conceived,  in  justice  and  pro* 

priety,  that  after  the  expiration  of  the  two  years 

oiiu  cAHAfc    the  canal  could  be  enlarged  by  the  company  of 
proprietors  injuriously  to  Mr.  Blakemore? 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  below  upon  the 
seventh  count,  and  also  upon  the  eighth,  ninth, 
tenth,  and  eleventh  counts,  ought  to  be  aflSrmed. 
The  judgment  also  of  the  corresponding  counts, 
and  applying  to  the  Pentyrch  Works,  should  like-^ 
wise  be  afllrmed. 
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Sept.  21.         Ordered  and  adjudged,  that  the  judgment  given 

^*       in  the  Chamber  of  Council,  nigh  the  £xcheqaer, 

called  the  Council  Chamber,  aflSrming  a  judgment 

given  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  be  affirmed  with 

200/.  costs. 
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IRELAND. 

(court  op  exchequer.) 

The  Honourable  Edward  Mullins,  " 
and  Thomas  Mullim8»  and  Wil- 
liam MuLLiNs,  his  Sons,  and  the 
Honourable  and  Reverend  Fre- 
derick MuLLiNS,  and  Frederick 
MuLLiNs,  William  Mullins,  and 
Alured  Mullins,  his  Sons    -    - 


Appellants; 


John  Townsend,  Esquire     -     -    -    Respondent. 

V.y  a  judgment  creditor  of  a  tenant  for  life  under  a  deed  of 
marriage  settlement,  by  which  debts  were  charged  upon  the 
lands,  in  1779  filed  a  bill  for  sale  of  the  lands  for  payment 
"*  of  his  debt ;  to  which  bill  there  being  no  issue  of  the  mar- 
riage then  in  existence,  the  tenant  for  life  in  possession  and 
in  remainder  only  was  made  a  party :  trustees  und^r  a  will 
and  of  a  term  for  persons  entitled  in  remainder,  &c.  were  not 
made  parties  to  the  suit.  In  1782,  V.  obtained  a  decree^ 
under  which  an  account  was  taken  of  the  debt  of  V^  but  no 
account  of  the  incumbrances  affecting  the  lands.  A  sale  was 
made  of  part  of  the  lands  under  this  decree,  and  R.,  a  trustee 
for  v.,  became  the  purchaser.  The  surplus  of  the  purchase- 
money  by  the  order,  upon  further  directions,  was  to  be  paid 
to  the  tenant  for  life  in  possession.  After  the  decree,  but 
before  the  sale,  T.,  issue  in  tail,  was  bom,  but  not  made 
party  to  the  suit  by  supplemental  bill.  After  the  sale^  pro- 
ceedings were  taken  by  R.,  the  tenant  for  life  in  remainder, 
to  set  aside  the  purchase  for  irregularity,  but  were  dropped 
upon  a  compromise  between  him  and  V.,  who  paid  hush 
money  to  R.  and  his  attorney^ 

Upon  the  death  of  R..  and  an  elder  brother,  T.  having  become 
entitled  as  issue  in  tail,  in  1808  filed  a  bill  to  set  aside  the 
decree  and  the  purchase.  To  this  bill  an  answer  was  put  in 
by  v.,  and  a  replication  filed  in  1809;  but  no  farther  pro* 
ceedings  iii  the  cause  were  taken  until  1823,  when  an 
amended  bill  was  filed,  T.,  during  the  abeyance  of  the  suit, 
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18S1.  having  been,  with  a  few  short  intervals,  engaged  in  the 

v*^v"^i»  King's  service  abroad  as  an  officer  in  the  army :  Held,  under 

MULUHs  these  circumstances,  that  the  decree  was  erroneous  and  void, 

and  it  was  set  aside  for  want  of  parties,  and  on  account  of 
irregularity  and  fraud  in  the  proceedings. 

The  absence  of  the  Plaintiff  in  the  King's  service  abroad  was 
held  a  sufficient  excuse  for  the  delay  in  the  proceedings,  the 
Defendant  not  having  applied  to  dismiss  the  bill  for  want  of 
prosecution. 

The  bill  to  set  aside  the  decree  having  charged  that  parties 
interested  were  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court,  it  was 
objected,  on  the  hearing  of  Uie  appeal,  that  the  fact  was  not 
proved:  Held,  that  this  objection,  not  having  been  taken 
upon  the  hearing  in  the  Court  below,  could  not  be  admitted 
on  appeal. 

Held,  also,  that  an  account  directed  from  the  death  of  the  second 
tenant  for  life  was  regular  and  sufficient. 


Maurice  fitzgerald,  being  seised  of 

the  lands  of  Emilough,  Graige,  East  Clouncurra, 
Banogue,  Goulane,  and  Ballynasear,  in  the  county 
of  Kerry,  by  settlement  on  his  marriage  with 
Elizabeth  Crosbie,  dated  the  30th  of  June,  1703, 
conveyed  those  lands  (amongst  others)  to  Patrick 
Crosbie,  Thomas  Crosbie,  William  Crosbie,  Robert 
Fitzgerald,  and  Henry  Rose ;  to  the  use  of  Maurice 
Fitzgerald  for  life ;  remainder  to  Patrick  Crosbie, 
Thomas  Crosbie,  William  Crosbie,  Robert  Fitz- 
gerald, and  Henry  Rose,  for  999  years ;  remainder 
to  the  first  son  of  Maurice  Fitzgerald,  in  tail  male ; 
with  divers  remainders  over ;  and  a  term  of  999 
years  was  limited  to  the  trustees  upon  tnist,  to 
raise  for  the  daughters  and  younger  sons  of  the 
marriage  such  sums  of  money  for  their  portibns 
9S  therein  mentioned;  and  after  such  portions 
should  be  paid,  to  surrender  the  term,  at  the  request 
of  the  person  to  whom  the  estate  of  inheritance  in 
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the  premises  expectant  on  the  determination  of  the       I88I. 
term  should  belong. 

Maurice  Fitzgerald  died  before  1732,  leaving     ^^V* 
an  eldest  son,  John  Rtzgerald,  a  daughter  Barbara, 
and  several  younger  children. 

In  1732  John  Htzgerald,  upon  his  marriage  with 
Margaret  Deane,  executed  an  indenture,  dated  the 
llth  of  April,  1732,  whereby  he  conveyed  to  Sir 
Maurice  Crosbie  and  Arthur  Hill  the  lands  limited 
to  him  by  his  father's  settlement,  that  a  fine  and 
recovery  might  be  thereof  levied  and  suffered,  to 
enure  to  the  use  of  John  Fitzgerald  for  life; 
remainder  (subject  to  jointure  for  his  intended 
wife)  to  John  Bourke  and  John  Copinger  for  ninety- 
nine  years;  remainder  to  the  first  son  of  John 
Fitzgerald,  in  tail  male;  with  like  estates  in  tail 
male,  in  remainder  to  the  second  and  other  sons  of 
the  marriage ;  remainder  to  the  right  heirs  of  John 
Fitzgerald :  and  John  Fitzgerald  covenanted  that 
the  lands  were  free  from  incumbrances,  (except 
the  jointure  to  Elizabeth  Fitzgerald,  his  mother, 
and  the  incumbrances  mentioned  in  the  schedule 
annexed.)  Upon  the  same  occasion,  Margaret 
Deane  thereby  conveyed  her  fourth  part  of  lands, 
to  which  she  was  entitled  under  her  father,  to  the 
same  trustees,  upon  trust  to  sell  and  pay  the  in* 
cumbraoces  tidentioned  in  the  schedule. 

The  first  item  in  the  schedule  was  a  sum  of  2000/., 
therein  stated  to  be  due  to  the  brothers  and  sisters  of 
John  Fitzgerald,  being  the  balance  then  due  of  the 
portions  secured  to  them  by  the  term  of  999  years. 

The  settlement  of  1732  was  registered  on  the 
17th  of  May,  1732 ;  and  the  fine  and  recovery 
duly  levied  and  suffered,  and  the  estates  tail 
created  by  the  settlement  of  1703,  barred  in  favour 
of  the  limitations  of  the  settlement  of  1732. 

VOL.  v.^^  Q  Q 
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18S1.  John  Fitzgerald  and  Margaret  his  wife  died, 

leaving  an  only  son,  Maurice  Fitzgerald,  and  one 
daughter,  afterwards  married  toRichardTownsend. 
Maurice  Fitzgerald  married  Lady  Anne  Marga- 
retta  Fitzmaurice ;  previously  to  which,  an  indent 
ture  of  settlement,  dated  the  ISth  of  June,  1764, 
was  executed ;  whereby  (after  reciting  the  deed  of 
'1732,  and  that  there  still  remained  debts  affecting 
the  lands  in  Kerry,)  certain  lands  in  the  counties 
of  Meath  and  Dublin  were  conveyed  to  Earl 
<]:avan.  Lord  Branden,  and  Maurice  Copinger, 
upon  .trust  to  sell  and  pay  incumbrances,  and 
further  to  provide  ibr  payment  of  all  incumbrances 
iiffecting  the  lands  in  Kerry ;  and  the  lands  com- 
prised  in  the  settlement  of  1703  were  conveyed  to 
the  same  trustees,  upon  trust  to  sell  such  parts  as 
with  the  lands  in  Meath  and  Dublin  should  yield 
a  sum  sufficient  to  discharge  all  incumbrances 
affecting  the  lands  in  Kerry ;  and  to  convey  the 
residue  to  Maurice  Crosbie  and  Richard  Pigott,  to 
the  use  of  Maurice  Fitzgerald  for  life ;  remainder 
'(subject  to  a  jointure  for  Lady  Ann  Fitzmaurice 
of  500/.)  to  Robert  Fitzgerald  and  John  Townsend 
ibr  500  years;  remainder  to  the  first  and  other 
fions  of  Maurice  Fitzgerald  in  tail  male ;  remainder 
to  the  right  heirs  of  Maurice  Fitzgerald* 

There  was  no  issue  of  the  marriage  of  Maurice 
Fitzgerald  and  Margaretta  Fitzmaurice ;  and 
Maurice  Fitzgerald  being  seised  of  the  reversion 
in  fee  of  the  lands  in  Kerry,  subject,  amongst  other 
incumbrances),  to  the  sum  then  due,  in  respect  of 
the  portions  payable  to  the  brothers  and  sisters  of 
his  father,  John  Fitzgerald,  under  the  settlement 
of  1703,  by  his  will,  dated  the  7th  of  October, 
1774,  with  a  codicil  thereto,  dated  the  26th  of 
May,  1776,  charged  his  real  estate  with  payment 
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of  his  debts,  and  devised  all  such  real  estates  as  1831. 
he  should  die  possessed  o£  (in  case  he  should  die  ^'^^ 
without  issue)  to  St.  Leger  St.  Leger  (afterwards  ^^  *^ 
Lord  Doneraile)  and  John  Townsend,  to  the  use 
of  his  wife  Lady  Anne  for  life;  remainder  to 
Richard  Boyle  Townsend  (the  testator's  only  ne- 
phew, and  the  Respondent's  father)  for  life ;  remain- 
der to  the  first  and  other  sons  of  Richard  Boyle 
Townsend  in  tail  male;  remainder  to  the  right 
heirs  of  Richard  Boyle  Townsend :  and  a  power 
was  given  to  Richard  Boyle  Townsend  to  charge 
the  lands  with  a  jointure  not  exceeding  SOO/.  a  year,, 
and  with  3000/.  for  younger  children's  portions. 

The  testator  Maurice  Fitzgerald  died  on  the 
17th  of  June,  1779*  leaving  Lady  Anne  his  widow» 
and  Richard  Boyle  Townsend  his  heir  at  law,  and 
Lady  Anne  proved  the  will  and  codicil. 

On  the  14th  of  May,  1784,  Richard  Boyle 
Townsend  married  Henrietta  Newenham;  and, 
by  a  settlement  of  that  date,  he  conveyed  the  lands 
in  Kerry  to  Lord  Doneraile  and  John  Townsend^ 
upon  trust  to  pay  thereout  S00/«  per  annum  to 
Henrietta,  his  intended  wife,  in  the  event  of  her 
surviving  him ;  and  subject  thereto  to  John  New-* 
enham  and  Amos  Vereker  for  300  years,  upon 
trust  to  raise  3000/.  for  the  younger  children,  of 
the  marriage. 

There  was  issue  of  the  marriage,  Richard,  the 
eldest  son,  (born  on  the  5th  of  April,  1785,  who 
died  a  bachelor  on  the  13th  of  February,  1805) ; 
the  Respondent,  the  second  son,  (born  the  11th 
of  June,  1786) ;  and  several  other  children. 

Barbara  Fitzgerald,  sister  of  John  Fitzgerald, 
married  Bastable  Herbert,  being  entitled  to  300/. 
as  her  share  in  the  portions  provided  by  the  settle* 
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1831.  mentof  1703;  and  no  part  thereof  having  been 
paid,  Herbert  and  his  wife,  in  August,  1766, 
instituted  a  suit  against  Maurice  Fitzgerald  and 
others  to  have  the  300/.  raised  and  paid. 

The  suit  was  not  determined  in  the  lifetime  of 
Herbert  or  his  wife ;  but  on  the  1st  of  February, 
1810,  Lucy  Seely,  widow,  (daughter  and  admi- 
nistratrix of  Bastable  Herbert  and  his  wife,  and 
also  administratrix  of  William  Crosbie,  deceased, 
isurviving  trustee  of  the  term  of  999  years,)  filed 
her  bill  for  recovery  of  the  300/.  against  Richard 
Boyle  Townsend  and  others^  and  by  a  decree 
dated  the  18th  of  Novembjsr,  1813,  was  declared 
to  be  entitled  to  2067^  7^-  6(/.  for  principal  and 
interest;  in  default  of  payment  whereof  it  was 
decreed,  tliat  a  competent  part  of  the  lands  com- 
prised in  the  term  shcTuld  be  sold,  and  the  amount 
paid  out  of  the  produce. 

On  the  24th  of  December,  I779,  Thomas  Mul- 
lins,  afterwards  Lord  Ventry  (father  of  the  Appel- 
lants), filed  a  bill  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer  in 
Ireland,  as  a  creditor  of  the  testator,  Maurice 
Fitzgerald,  against  Lady  Anne  Fitzgerald,  Richard 
Boyle  Townsend,  and  the  trustees  of  the  term  of  500 
years,  John  Lord  Mayo  (formerly  John  Bourke), 
and  Maurice  Copinger,  charging  that  Maurice 
Fitzgerald  died  indebted  to  him  in  various  sums ; 
that  Lady  Anne  alleged  the  testator  not  to  have 
left  personal  estate  sufficient  to  pay  the  same ;  that 
Lord  Mayo  and  John  Copinger  alleged  their  trust 
was  not  completed,  and  that  there  were  then 
debts,  which  were  due  previous  to  the  execution 
of  the  settlement  of  1764,  and  prajring  an  account 
of  the  personal  estate  of  the  testator,  and  of  the 
debts  due  from  the  testator  at  the  date  of  execution 
of  that  settlement,  and  a  sale  of  a  sufficient  part 
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of  the  testator's  estates,  for  payment  of  unsatisfied      18SL 
debts,  and  the  sum  due  to  Thomas  Mullins,  and 
that  a  receiver  might  be  appointed. 

The  trustees  of  the  will  of  Maurice  Fitzgerald 
were  not  parties  to  the  suit:  nor  the  person  in 
whom  the  term  of  999  years  created  by  the  deed 
of  1703  was  vested. 

Before  any  answer  was  filed  in  the  cause  insti*^ 
tuted  by  Thomas  MuUins,  another  suit  was  insti-' 
tuted  in  the  same  Court  in  May,  I78O,  by  Edward 
Tuohy,  a  judgment-creditor  of  the  testator  Maurice 
Fitzgerald,  against  the  parties  defendants  in  the 
suit  instituted  by  Mullins,  and  the  trustees  of  the 
will,  praying  the  like  relief  as  the  bill  filed  by 
MuUins,  and  an  account  of  the  real  estates  of 
Maurice  Fitzgerald,  and  the  incumbrances  a£fed> 
ing  them. 

Richard  Annesley  Simpson,  the  solicitor  of  Mul- 
linsy  was  also  solicitor  for  Tuohy  in  his  suit 

Lady  Anne  Fitzgerald  answered  the  bill  of 
Thomas  Mullins,  on  the  6th  of  November,  17  80, 
contesting  the  validity  of  his  demands,  and  putting 
him  on  the  proof  thereof. 

After  this  answer  was  filed,  the  prosecution  of 
the  suit  of  Mullins  was  suspended. 

Tuohy  obtained  a  decree  in  his  suit  on  the  22d 
of  February,  1781>  by  which  the  accounts  prayed 
were  directed  to  be  taken,  including  an  account 
of  debts,  and  of  the  testator's  real  estates,  and  the 
incumbrances  affecting  them. 

Thomas  Mullins  obtained  a  decree  in  his  cause 
on  the  27th  of  April,  1782,  by  which  certain  ac- 
counts prayed  by  his  bill  were  directed,  but  no 
account  of  incumbrances  afiecting  the  real  estates 
of  the  testator  was  directed. 

Under  this  decree,  upon  the  7th  of  July,  1783, 
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163K  the  deputy  remembrancer  of  the  Court  of  Ex- 
chequer reported  that  the  testator,  Maurice  Fitz-^ 
V.  geraldy  died  seised  of  the  lands  before  mentioned,  but 
that  no  evidence  was  laid  before  him  as  to  his  per- 
sonal estate :  that  the  testator,  Maurice  Fitzgerald^ 
was,  at  his  death,  indebted  to  Thomas  Mullins  on 
bond,  and  by  judgment  for  principal,  interest,  and 
costs,  to  the  31st  of  May,  1783,  in  the  sum  of 
10^751.  13s.  ll^d.  i  and  that  there  were  various 
sums  due  to  other  persons  in  his  report  named. 

On  the  7th  of  July,  1783,  an  order  nisi  was  ob- 
tained to  confirm  the  report,  and  also  an  order  to 
set  down  the  cause. 

On  the  522d  of  July,  1783,  the  cause  of  Thomas 
Mullins  was  heard  upon  the  report,  and  the  deputy 
remembrancer  was  directed  to  calculate  further  in- 
terest :  and  it  was  decreed  that  Lady  Anne  Fitz- 
gerald should,  in  six  months,  pay  the  sums  reported 
due ;  or  in  default  that  the  lands,  or  a  competent 
part,  should  be  sold ;  and  that  out  of  the  money 
arising  by  the  sale,  Thomas  Mullins  and  the  other 
creditors  should  be  paid  their  principal,  interest, 
and  costs. 

By  this  decree,  which  was  enrolled  by  Thomas 
Mullins,  it  was  directed  that  the  remainder  of  the 
purchase-money  (if  any)  was  to  be  paid  to  Lady 
Anne  Fitzgerald. 

At  the  time  when  the  decree  was  obtained,  there 
was  no  tenant  in  tail  under  the  will  6f  Maurice 
Fitzgerald,  in  esse  ;  and  no  person  in  esse  interested 
to  contest  it,  but  Richard  Boyle  Townsend,  the 
tenant  for  life,  [in  remainder,  (expectant  on  the 
death  of  Lady  Anne  Fitzgerald,)  who  was  then 
unmarried ;  but  before  any  sale  was  effected  under 
the  decree,  (Richard  Boyle  Townsend  having,  in 
May,  1784,  intermarried  with  Henrietta  Newen- 
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Eaniy)  Ricfawd  Townsend,  the  eldest  son  was  barn^      18S1. 

and  on  the  11th  of  June,  I786,  the  Respondent 

was  born.  v. 

Thomas  MuIIins  was  intimately  acquainted  with  ^"^  "^"^ 
Richard  Boyle  Townsend  and  liis  family,  and 
aware  of  his  marriage,  and  of  the  birth  of  Richard 
Townsend  and  the  Respondent.  But  Richard 
Townsend  was  not  made  a  party  by  supplemental 
bill. 

On  the  14th  of  May,  I786,  Thomas  Mullins, 
caused  the  lands  to  be  sold  under  the  decree,  and 
Arthur  Blennerhassett  was  declared  the  purchaser^ 
for  5025/. 

This  purchase  by  Blennerhassett,  which  was  in 
trust  for  Thomas  Mullins,  was  set  aside ;  and  the 
same  lands  were  again  sold  under  the  decree  to 
Thomas  Rice  for  5050/. 

The  purchase  by  Rice,  which  also  was  in  trust  for 
Thomas  Mullins,  was  confirmed  by  an  order  dated 
on  the  @4th  of  July,  I786 :  and  on  the  following 
day  an  order  was  made,  that  on  the  creditors  sign- 
ing receipts  for  their  demands,  and  Rice  paying 
the  balance  of  purchase-money  into  the  bank,  the 
deputy  remembrancer  should  execute  a  conveyance 
of  the  lands  to  Thomas  Rice. 

On  the  24th  of  October,  I786,  Richard  Annesley 
Simpson,  as  attorney  for  Thomas  Mullins,  and  the 
other  creditors,  signed  receipts  for  the  sums  decreed 
to  them,  amounting  to  4590/.,  and  the  following 
day  lodged  in  the  bank  460/.,  the  balance  of  the 
purchase-money  of  5050L 

Of  the  4590/i,  1400/.  and  upwards  was  interest 
accrued  subsequently  to  the  death  of  the  testator, 
Maurice  Fitzgerald. 

On  the  25th  of  July,  I786,  the  deed  erf  convey- 
ance to  Rice,  as  trustee  for  Mullins,  was  executed 
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1831.      by  all  parties  except  Richard  Boyle  Towns^idf 
who,  though  named  a  party,  refused  to  execute. 
»•  On  the  9th  of  November,  I786,  Thomas  MuUins 

was  put  into  possession  of  the  lands  under  an  in- 
junction of  the  Court  of  Exchequer.  He  managed 
the  lands  as  his  own,  but  did  not  procure  a  cckfir 
veyance  thereof  from  Rice,  till  July,  1804.  By 
the  admission  of  Thomas  MuUins,  and  from  the 
evidence  in  the  cause  on  which  the  present  appeal 
arose,  it  appeared  that  the  lands  so  sold  were  sold 
at  a  gross  undervalue,  to  his  trustee,  Thomas  Rice ; 
for,  at  the  time  of  that  sale,  they  were  let  on  a  lease 
(to  expire  in  the  year  1794),  at  the  annual  rent  of 
167/-  11^-  And  Thomas  Mullins  purchased  the 
tenant's  interest  therein  for  1100/.,  making  the 
total  purchase-money  paid  by  him  for  the  lands 
discharged  of  all  leases,  6150/.  In  .the  year  179S^ 
Thomas  MuUins  let  the  same  lands  at  annual  rents 
amounting  to  746/.  16^.  9d. 

No  application  was  made  to  the  Court  for  an 
attachment  against  Richard  Boyle  Townsend;  fojc 
not  executing  the  deed,  and  Thomas  Mullins  did 
not  register  his  conveyance  of  October,  1786,  until 
the  ISth  of  June,  1788,  and  on  the  I4th  of  the  same 
month  Richard  Boyle  Townsend  caused  a  notice 
of  motion  to  set  aside  the  sale  to  be  served  on  the 
attorney  of  Thomas  Mullins,  and  Rice,  his  trustee. 
But  upon  a  treaty  and  agreement  between  Mullins 
and  Townsend,  the  motion  was  abandoned,  Mullio9 
paying  to  Townsend  a  consideration  for  withdraw- 
ing his  opposition. 

The  Respondent  in  the  month  of  January,  1805, 
(before  he  had  attained  the  age  of  twenty-one 
years,  and  before  the  death  of  his  elder  brother 
Richard  Townsend,)  obtained  a  cornet's  commis- 
sion in  His  Majesty's  fourteenth  regiment  of  dra- 
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goonsy  aifd  shortly  afterwards  joined  the  regiment,  iBSi. 
then  quartered  in  England.  Richard  Townsend 
having  subsequently  died,  the  Respondent  became 
entitled  to  the  first  estate  of  inheritance  in  the 
lands  and  premises  in  question,  under  the  will  of 
the  testator  Maurice  Fitzgerald  (expectant  on  the 
death  of  the  survivor  of  the  Lady  Anne  Fitzgerald 
and  Richard  Boyle  Townsend) ;  and  having  be* 
come  acquainted,  with  some  of  the  circumstances 
connected  with  the  purchase  of  Thomas  MuUins, 
(who  subsequently  to  the  sale  had  been  created  a 
peer  by  the  title  of  Lord  Ventry,)  the  Respondent 
on  the  7th  of  January,  1808,  filed  his  bill  in  the 
Court  of  Exchequer  against  Lord  Ventry,  and  the 
other  defendants  therein  named,  setting  forth  to 
the  efiect  hereinbefore  mentioned  such  of  the  cir- 
cumstances  connected  with  the  sale  as  had  then 
come  to  his  knowledge,  and  (amongst  others) 
the  secret  agreement  between  Lord  Ventry  and 
Richard  Boyle  Townsend,  and  the  payment  of  the 
sum  of  600/.  by  Lord  Ventry,  for  the  purpose  of 
inducing  Richard  Boyle  Townsend  to  abandon  his 
application  in  the  year  I788,  to  set  aside  the  sale. 

The  Respondent,  by  his  bill,  prayed  that  the 
sale  might  be  set  aside  or  declared  fraudulent  and 
void,  as  against  the  Respondent,  and  that  Lord 
Ventry  might  be  decreed  on  such  terms  as  the 
Court '  should  think  fit  to  convey  the  premises  in 
question,  to  some  trustee,  to  the  use  of  such  person 
as  the  Court  should  think  proper  during  the  life, 
of  Lady  Anne  Fitzgerald  and  Richard  Boyle 
Townsend,  and  afterwards  to  the  use  of  the 
Respondent,  and  the  heirs  male  of  his  body ;  and 
in  dei&ult  thereof,  to  the  use  of  the  younger 
brothers  of  the  Respondent,  and  the  heirs  male  of 
their  respective  bodies,  with  the  ultimate  remainder 
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1831.  as  to  the  Court  should  seem  meet;  and  that  Am 
^^^^^  debentures  in  such  bill  mentioned  (in  which  the 
balance  of  the  purchase-money  had  bc^  invested) 
might  be  handed  over  to  Lord  Ventiy,  if  he 
should  think  proper ;  but  if  the  sale  should  not 
be  set  aside,  then  that  the  saine  might  be  re- 
sented for  the  Respondent  in  such  way  as  the 
Court  should  think  fit. 

Lord  Ventry,  by  his  answer  to  this  bill,  filed  on 
the  Sd  of  July,  1808,  did  not  deny  that  previously 
to  the  sale  in  question  he  had  been  acquainted 
with  the  births  of  the  Respondent  and  of  his  elder 
brother,  and  admitted  that  the  sum  of  GOOL  was 
paid  by  him,  as  in  the  bill  stated,  but  alleged  that 
it  was  the  attorney  of  Richard  Boyle  Townsend 
who  first  proposed  to  Richard  Annesley  Simpson, 
Lord  Ventry's  solicitor,  to  drop  all  further  pro- 
ceedings to  set  aside  the  sale^  on  being  paid  the 
sum  of  600L ;  and  further  alleged  that  he  (Lord 
Ventry)  was  advised  to  acquiesce  in  such  pro- 
posal, not  from  any  apprehension  as  to  the  &te  of 
the  motion,  but  that  he  acceded  to  the  proposal 
from  a  conviction  that  Richard  Boyle  Townsend, 
and  his  attorney,  in  case  of  Lord  Ventry's  refusal, 
would  resort  to  other  modes  of  harassing  him. 

The  answer  also  stated  that  the  lands  in  question 
had  been  originally  charged  with  a  term  of  100 
years,  to  secure  a  jointure  of  SOOL  for  Frances 
Sage,  who  had  been  married  to  Lord  Ventry's 
son,  William  Townsend  Mullins,  and  who,  after 
her  divorce  from  him,  married  Boyle  O'Sullivan  ; 
but  that  upon  such  divorce^  a  provision  was  made 
for  her  out  of  other  lands,  in  lieu  of  such  jointure^ 
by  reason  whereof  the  trusts  of  the  term  of  100 
years  became  satisfied. 
By  the  schedule  to  this  answer  it  appeared  that 
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the  lands  in  question  were  then  let  at  rents  amount*       issi. 
ing  to  7^6/.  16^.  9^.  per  annum,   exclusive  of 

penalties,  to  which  some  of  the  tenants  were  liable^- ^ 

and  that  all  the  leases  on  which  the  lands  were  so 
let  (save  one  at  85/.  per  annum  rent)  had  been 
made  in  the  year  1792  or  1795. 

Upon  the  17th  of  May,  1809,  the  Respcmdent 
filed  his  replication  to  the  answer  of  Thomas 
Lord  Ventiy;  but  in  the  preceding  month  of 
October,  being  only  a  few  weeks  after  this  an- 
swer was  filed,  the  Respondent  had  been  ordered 
with  his  regiment  upon  foreign  service;  and  in 
December,  1808,  he  had  embarked  with  his  regi- 
ment for  Portugal,  where,  and  in  other  parts  of 
the  continent  of  Europe,  he  remained  on  military 
duty  until  July,  1814,  when  he  returned  to  Eng- 
land with  his  regiment ;  but  he  was  immediately 
afterwards  again  ordered  on  foreign  service,  and 
embarked  with  his  regiment  for  America,  in  Oc- 
tober of  that  year,  and  he  continued  with  his 
regiment  wherever  it  happened  to  be  quartered 
(except  when  he  occasionally,-  and  for  short  pe- 
riods, had  leave  of  absence^)  until  the  year  1823. 

No  step  was  taken  by  Lord  Ventry  during  this 
period  to  speed  the  cause  or  have  the  bill  dis- 
missed. 

On  the  Slst  of  December,  1823,  the  Respondent 
filed  his  amended  bill,  and  therein  set  forth  several 
of  the  circumstances  herein-before  detailed,  and 
particularly  the  settlements  of  1703  and  1764,  the 
latter  referring  to  the  settlement  of  1732 :  the  bill 
charged  the  want  of  proper  parties  in  the  suit  in 
which  the  sale  was  had,  especially  of  the  trustee  of 
the  term  of  999  years,  and  the  trustees  of  the  will 
of  the  testator  Maurice  Fitzgerald,  and  submitted 
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1881.  that  the  sale  was  invalid  because  the  Respond* 
ent's  elder  brother^  Richard  Townsend  was  not 
made  a  party  to  the  suit,  although  bom  before 
the  sale,  and  charged  that  the  birth  of  Richard 
Townsend  was  well  known  to  Lord  Ventry  before 
the  sale. 

The  Re^KHident  by  the  amended  bill,  and  by  a 
subsequent  amendment  thereof  on  the  1st  of  De* 
cember,  1825,  prayed  that  the  decree  obtained  by 
Lord  Ventry  and  the  sale  had  thereunder  might 
be  set  aside,  and  that  the  Respondent  might  have 
the  fiill  benefit  of  his  original  bill,  and  of  all  pro- 
ceedings had  thereon,  and  of  all  relief  prayed 
thereby;  and  that  if  Lord  Ventry  had  executed 
any  deed  conveying  or  charging  the  premises  for 
valuable  consideration,  he  might  be  compelled  to 
make  compensation  to  the  Respondent ;  and  that 
a  proper  person  might  be  appointed  a  receiver 
of  the  rents  of  the  lands  in  question  pending 
the  suit 

Thomas  Lord  Ventry  died  on  the  6th  of  Ja^ 
nuary,  18S4,  without  having  answe^i^d  the  amended 
bill;  and  on  the  18th  of  February  following,  the 
Respondent  filed  his  bill  of  revivor  against  William 
Townsend  Mullins,  then  Lord  Ventry,  the  eldest 
son  and  heir  at  law  of  Thomas  Lord  Ventry,  and 
against  the  other  parties  claiming,  or  supposed  to 
claim,  under  the  will  of  Thomas  Lord  Ventry, 
and  (amongst  others)  against  the  Honourable 
Richard  Mullins,.  one  of  the  younger  sons  of 
Thomas  Lord  Ventry,  and  William  Mullins, 
Richard  Mullins,  and  Ventry  Mullins,  sons  of 
Richard  Mullins. 

On  the  Ist  of  December,  1825,  the  Respondent 
amended   his   bill   of  revivor,    by    stating    that 
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Richkrd  Mullins,  and  his  6ons»  William,  Richard,       1831. 
and  Ventry,  and  Boyle  O'SuIlivan,  and  iVances     ^*"^<^*^ 
his  wife,  then  resided  in  the  Isle  of  Man,  out  of        «. 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  and    *^'^"^''- 
the  process  thereof. 

All  the  Defendants  in  the  Respondent's  cause 
(except  Richard  Mullins  and  his  sons,  and  such 
others  of  the  Defendants  as  were  out  of  the  juris«> 
diction  of  the  Court)  having  answered,  and  Wil- 
liam Townsend,  Lord  Ventry  and  his  wife,  having 
admitted  by  their  answers,  that  Boyle  OSullivan 
and  his  wife  were  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Court,  and  issue  being  joined,  witnesses  were  exa- 
mined on  the  part  of  the  Respondent  and  of  the 
Defendants  who  had  answered,  and  publication 
having  passed,  the  cause  was  heard  on  the  Ist  of 
JFebruary,  and  dd,  4th,  10th,  and  11th  of  May, 
1827,  Lady  Anfae  Fitzgerald  and  Richard  Boyle 
Townsend  having  both  died  before  the  cause  was 
heard  \  the  latter  leaving  the  Respondent  his  Ex- 
ecutor, who  proved  Richard  Boyle  Townsend's 
will  in  the  proper  Ecclesiastical  Court,  and  pro- 
duced the  probate  on  the  hearing.  Upon  this 
hearing,  the  settlement  of  17S2»  which  was  re- 
ferred to  by  the  settlement  of  1764  (which  latter 
settlement  was  in  issue  and  proved  in  the  cause) 
was  read  in  evidence  on  the  part  of  Respondent 

By  the  decree  made  on  the  11th  of  May,  1827,  it 
was  declared,  that  the  decrees,  made  on  the  27th 
day  of  April,  1782,  and  on  the  22d  day  of  July, 
I78S,  in  the  cause  instituted  by  Thomas  Mullins, 
&c.  ought  to  be  decreed  erroneous ;  inasmuch  as 
all  proper  parties  were  not  before  the  Court,  more 
especially  the  personal  representative  of  the  surviv- 
ing trustee  of  the  term  of  999  years,  created  by  the 
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1831 .       marriage  settlement  of  the  dOth  day  of  June,  1703 ; 
and  inasmuch  as  the  proper  accounts  for  ascerr 
^^^^     taining  what  charges  and  incumbrances  affected 
the  lands  were  not  then  directed;   but  that,  in* 
asmuch  as  it  had  been  admitted  at  the  hearing  of 
the  Respondent's  cause,  that  those  accounts  had 
been  since^  and  before  that  hearing,  taken,  and  the 
trusts  of  that  settlement  fully  executed,  it  was  not 
necessary  to  direct  any  accounts  touching  the 
same;  and  the  Court  was  further  of  opinion, 
that,  under  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  the  Re- 
spondent was  not  entitled  to  have  the  accounts  in 
that  cause  taken  over  again,  and  that  his  relief 
should  be  confined  to  the  setting  aside  the  sale 
had  under  the  last-mentioned  decree,  and  to  the 
consequences  of  such  relief  as  after  directed,  and 
that  therefore  it  was  not  necessary  to  consider 
whether  attending  to  the  frame  and  prayer  of  the 
Respondent's  biU,  the  said  decree  should  then  be 
set  aside  on  account  of  these  errors  or  any  other 
error  pointed  out  to  the  Court  or  argued  upon ; 
but  that,  inasmuch  as  it  appeared  to  the  Court 
that  the  sale  of  the  lands  of  Emilough,  Graige, 
East  Clouncurra,    Banogue,    Goulane,  and  Bal- 
linasear,  situate  ii^  the  county  of  Kerry,  which  was 
had  under  the  said  decree,  to  Thomas  Rice,  in 
trust  for  the  said  Thomas  MuUins,  upon  the  Sd 
day  of  July,  1786,  for  the  sum  of  5050/1,  was  im- 
properly conducted,  and  the  completion  of  that 
sale,  and  what,  according  to  the  then  practice  of 
the  Court,  might  be  deemed  the  finaKconfirmation 
thereof,  obtained  by  a  dealing  with  Richard  Boyle 
Townsend,  the  tenant  for  life,  to  the  prejudice  ci 
Respondent,  then  a  minor  of  very  tender  years ; 
^d,  in  consequence  of  payment  of  a  large  sum  of 
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(money  to  the  said  Richard  Boyle  Townsend,  for  issi. 
hi3  own  use  and  benefit,  it  was  ordered,  adjudged,  "^^^^ 
and  decreed,  that  the  said  sale  should  be  set  aside  «• 
as  fraudulent  and  void,  as  against  the  Respondent,  ~^*'*'"'*' 
as  entitled  to  an  estate  in  tail,  in  remainder  after 
the  death  of  the  said  Richard  Boyle  Townsend, 
under  the  will  of  the  said  testator  Maurice  Fitz* 
gerald.  And  that  the  deed  of  conveyance  of  the 
said  lands,  bearing  date  the  S6th  day  of  October, 
1786,  made  between,  &c.  should  be,  and  the  same 
was  thereby  declared  fraudulent  and  void  against 
the  Respondent  as  such  tenant  in  tail  as  afore- 
said ;  and  that  the  said  Richard  Annesley  Simpson 
(one  of  the  Defendants),  in  whose  possession  or 
custody  the  said  deed  then  was,  and  who  produced 
the  same  upon  the  hearing  of  the  cause,  should 
forthwith  bring  in  and  lodge  the  said  deed  in  the 
Bank  of  Ireland,  to  the  credit  of  the  cause,  with 
the  privity  of  the  Accountant-General  of  that 
Court,  to  be  cancelled.  And  it  was  further  or- 
dered, adjudged,  and  decreed,  that,  upon  the  terms 
thereinafter  mentioned,  the  lands  and  premises  in 
question  should  be  reconveyed  to  the  uses  of  the 
will  of  the  said  testator  Maurice  Fitzgerald,  dis* 
charged  of  all  claims  and,  demands  of  the  De- 
fendants claiming  under  the  said  Thomas  Lord 
Ventry  deceased,  and  in  particular  discharged  of 
all  claim  and  claims  of  the  Defendants  William 
Townsend  Lord  Ventry,  Clara  Lady  Ventry,  his 
wife,  Richard  Chute,  and  Boyle  O'Sullivan  and 
Frances  his  wife,  under  the  indentures  of  settle- 
ment executed  respectively  on  the  intermarriage 
of  the  Defendant  William  Townsend  Lord  Ventry 
nvith  his  former  and  present  wife,  in  the  pleadings.  . 
mentioned ;  and  that  the  Respondent  was  entitled  to 
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1831.      the  rents  and  profits  of  the  lands  and  premises  in 
question  from  the  22d  of  November,  1826,  being 
oT*^     the  day  of  the  death  of  the  said  Richard  Bojle 
Townsend,  upon  payment  by  the  Respondent  of 
the  sum  of  4661/.  10^.  9^*  sterling,  being  equiva- 
lent to  the  sum  of  5050/.  late  Irish  currency,  being 
the  sum  for  which  the  said  lands  and  premises 
were  sold,  with  interest  therecMi,  at  the  rate  of  6L 
per  cent  per  annum,  from  the  death  of  the  said 
Richard  Boyle  Townsend.     And  it  was  further 
ordered,  adjudged,  and  decreed,  that  the  sums  of 
4842. 125.  4^.  4  per  cent  stock,  and  the  sum  of 
403/.  6^.  4fd.  d^  per  cent  stock,  to  the  credit  of 
the  causes  of  MuUins  v.  Fitzgerald  and  Others^ 
and  Townsend  v.  Lord  Ventry  and  Others,  should 
be  Bold^  and  the  produce  thereof,  together  with 
the  sum  of  143/«  IS^.   llrf.  cash  remaining  to 
the  credit  of  such  two  causes,  and  the  sum  of 
17/.  5s.  S^.  cash  remaining  to  the  credit  of  the 
cause  of  Mullins  v.  Fitzgerald,  should  be  carried 
to  the  credit  of  that  cause;  and  that  the  Re- 
spondent should  bring  in  and  lodge  in  the  Bank 
of  Ireland  to  the  credit  of  the  cause,  with  the 
privity  of  the  Accountant^General  of  the  Court, 
such  sum  of  money  as  with  the  produce  of  the  said 
stock  and  cash,  would  make  up  the  said  sum  of 
4661/.  10^.  9^d.  sterling,  within  six  calendar  months 
from  the  date  thereof;  and  that  thereupon  the  De- 
fendant William  Townsend  Lord  Ventry,  and  all 
Qther  necessary  parties  in  the  causes  should  join  in 
executing  a  proper  deed  of  reconveyance  of  the 
said  lands  and  premises  in  question,  to  the  uses 
in  the  said  will   of  the    said    testator  Maurice 
Fitzgerald  specified  and  still  subsisting,  &c.    And 
it  was  further  ordered,  adjudged,  and  decreed. 
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that  the  said  Defendants  in  that  cau$e,  or  such  ,^^^^* 
other  persons  as  might  be  entitled  ^  under  the 
indenture  of  marriage  settlement  therein  men- 
tioned, under  the  will  of  the  said  Thomas  Lord 
Ventry,  or  otherwise  under  him^  should  be  and 
were  thereby  at  liberty  to  apply  to  the  Court 
to  have  the  said  sums,  amounting  to  the  sum  of 
46'6l/.  10^.  9^d»  sterling,  applied  as  they  might  be 
advised;  and  that  it  should  be  and  was  thereby 
referred  to  the  said  Chief  Remembrancer,  to  take 
an  account  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  said  lands 
and  premises  in  question,  from  tlie  2Sd  day  of 
November,  1826,  being  the  day  of  the  fleath  of 
the  said  Richard  Boyle  Townsend,  to  the  time  of 
taking  such  account,  and  that  the  amount  thereof 
might  be  set  off  against  the  interest  of  tHe  said  sum 
of  4661/.  10^.  9^d.  sterling,  from  the  22d  day  of 
November,  1826,  to  the  time  when  the  said  sum 
should  be  lodged  in  the  bank  to  the  credit  of  the! 
cause  as  aforesaid ;  and  that  if  the  said  rents  and 
profits  should  exceed  said  interest  money,  then 
that  the  said  William  Lord  Ventry  should  pay  such 
balance  to  the  Respondent ;  but  if  such  interest 
money  should  exceed  the  said  rents  and  profits, 
then  that  the  Respondent  should  pay  such  balance 
to  the  said  William  Lord  Ventry.  And  it  was 
further  ordered,  adjudged,  and  decreed,  that  upon 
said  sums,  amounting  to  the  said  sum  of  4661/1 10^. 
9^d.,  being  so  lodged  to  the  credit  of  the  cause 
as  aforesaid,  an  injunction  should  issue  forth  of  the 
Court,  directed  to  the  sheriff  of  the  county  of 
Kerry,  requiring  and  commanding  him  forthwith 
to  put  the  Respondent  or  his  assigns  into,  and  from 
time  to  time,  quiet  and  establish  him,  in  the  actual, 
VOL.  v,  R  R 
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18S1.      quiet,  aDcl  peaceable  pqsse$sion  of  the  said  lands, 

&C.,  &Ct 

The  appeal  was  from  this  decree.* 

For  the  Appellants. 

There  was  no  defect  of  parties  in  the  suit  insti* 
tuted  by  Thomas  Lord  Ventry,  of  which  the  Re* 
spondent  was  competent  to  avail  himself. 

It  is  contrary  to  the  practice  of  the  courts  of 
equity  to  declare,  that  decrees  ought  to  be  deemed 
erroneous  because  all  proper  parties  were  not  be* 
fore  the  Court,  upon  the  application  of  persons 
who  were  parties  to  the  suits  in  which  such  decrees 
were  made,  or  whose  interests  were  properly  re- 
presented therein. 

The  Respondent  not  having  been  born  until 
after  the  decrees  in  the  cause  were  pronounced, 
was  fully  and  effectually  bound  thereby,  the  person 
in  whom  the  first  estate  of  inheritance  was  vested 
having  been  before  the  Court. 

The  decree  professes  to  proceed  upon  the  ground 
of  Iraud  and  collusion,  and  it  clearly  appears,  by 
the  evidence,  that  qo  fraud  whatever  was  prac- 
tised, and  that  the  suit  instituted  by  Thomas  Lord 
Veoiitry  was,  in  all  respects,  most  adversely  de- 
fended, and  that  the  s^e  to  Thomas  Rice,  in  trust 
for  him,  was  a  fair  and  bond  fide  sale,  ^nd  at  the 
full  value. 

The  Respondent,  by  his  conduct,  acquiesced  in 
the  propriety  of  the  sale ;  the  bill  and  aiiswers  ip 
the  cause  having  been  filed  in  1808,  and  no  fur- 
ther proceedings  takeq  therein  until  the  end  of 

*  There  was  a  large  body  of  parol  and  documentary  evidence 
on  both  sides.  The  material  allegations  of  the  Respondent's 
case  were  sustained  by  the  evidence. 
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the  year  1833,  within  ten  days  of  the  death  of      ipsi. 
Thomas  Lord  Ventiy,  by  whose  death  the  means 
of  accurately  ascertaining  the  circumstances  at- 
tending the  sale  have  been  lost 

Supposing  the  decree  to  have  been  correct  in 
setting  aside  the  sale,  a  reconveyance  ought  only 
to  have  been  directed  upon  certain  terms  and 
certain  allowances,  which  are  in  no  manner  pro- 
vided for  by  the  decree. 

The  decree  was  made  in  the  absence  of  material 
parties,  no  answers  having  been  put  in  by  Richard 
MuUins  and  William  MuUins,  Richard  Mullins 
and  Ventry  Mullins,  his  sons,  or  by  Boyle  O'Sul- 
livan  and  his  wife,  and  no  evidence  having  been 
given  of  any  of  such  parties  being  out  of  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Court 

For  the  Respondent 

The  decrees  of  April,  1782,  and  July,  1783, 
were  erroneous  for  want  of  proper  parties ;  inas- 
much as  the  personal  representatives  of  William 
Crosbie,  (who  had  been  the  surviving  trustee  of 
the  term  of  999  years,  created  by  the  deed  of  the 
dOth  of  June,  1703,)  and  the  personal  repre- 
sentatives of  Barbara  Herbert,  formerly  Fitzgerald, 
(who  was  entitled  to  an  unsatisfied  share  of  the 
portions  secured  by  that  term,)  and  St  Leger 
Lord  Doneraile,  and  John  Townsend,  (who  were 
trustees  under  the  will  of  Maurice  Fitzgerald  for 
persons  not  in  esse^)  were  not  parties  in  the  cause. 

The  sale  in  question,  under  the  decree  of  July, 
1783,  cannot  be  maintained  against  the  Respond- 
ent }  inasmuch  as  the  Respondent's  elder  brother, 
Richard  Townsend,  who  was  entitled  to  the  first 
estate  of  inheritance  in  the  lands,  having  been  bom 
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1831.      before  any  sale  of  the  lands,  was  not  made  a  party 
in  the  cause  by  supplemental  bill. 

The  decree  of  July,  1783,  was  erroneous  in  di- 
recting a  sale  of  the  lands,  without  any  previous 
enquiry  respecting  the  incumbrances  affecting  the 
same  lands,  and  in  directing  the  residue  of  the 
purchase-money,  after  payment  of  the  sums  de- 
creed to  the  creditors,  to  be  paid  to  Lady  Anne 
Fitzgerald^  who  was  only  tenant  for  life  of  the 
lands ;  whereby,  independently  of  the  obvious  in- 
justice of  such  a  direction,  an  inducement  was 
held  out  to  the  tenant  for  life  to  concur  in  a  sale 
of  more  of  the  lands  than  was  necessary  for  the 
purposes  of  the  decree,  and  which  direction  was 
introduced  by  Thomas  MuUins  himself,  who  had 
the  carriage  of  the  decree,  and  is  not  warranted  by 
the  notes  of  the  hearing;  and  this  decree  was 
further  erroneous  in  decreeing  Thomas  MuUins, 
and  the  other  creditors  of  Maurice  Fitzgerald,  who 
were  not  creditors  by  mortgage,  interest  upon  their 
consolidated  demands  of  principal  and  interest, 
from  the  date  of  the  decree ;  and  also  in  decreeing 
interest  on  a  bill  of  costs  from  the  date  of  the  de- 
cree, though  such  bill  of  costs  was  a  demand,  not 
in  its  nature  bearing  interest,  and  was  so  treated 
in  other  parts  of  the  decree,  whereby  a  larger 
portion  of  the  lands  was  sold  than  would  otherwise 
have  been  necessary. 

The  decree  of  July,  1783,  was  also  erroneous  in 
decreeing  a  sale  for  payment  of  interest,  which  had 
accrued  during  the  enjoyment  of  Lady  Anne  Fitz- 
gerald, the  tenant  for  life  in  possession  of  the 
lands,  without  directing  Lady  Anne  Fitzgerald^ 
who  was  a  defendant  in  the  cause,  to  pay  such  in- 
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terest,  or  to  reimburse  the  persons  entitled  in  re«       18S1. 
mainder  such  loss  as  they  should  sustain  by  reason      )i[^^|][^ 
of  a  portion  of  the  inheritance  being  sold  for  the  ^- 

payment  of  such  interest,  whereby  the  Respondent 
was  prejudiced  to  the  amount  of  such  interest 

The  decree  of  July,  1783,  did  not  direct  any 
enquiry  as  to  what  part  of  the  estates  was  most  fit 
to  be  sold,,  by  reason  of  which  omission  Thomas 
MuUins  was  enabled  to  have,  and  did  accordingly 
have,  that  part  sold  which  best  suited  his  own 
views  as  an  interested  purchaser,  and  which  was 
most  beneficial  to  the  tenant  for  life,  and  most  pre* 
judicial  to  the  Respondent. 

Thomas  MuUins  not  only  united  in  himself  the 
characters  of  vendor  and  purchaser,  but  entered 
into  a  private  agreement  with  Richard  Boyle 
Townsend,  then  tenant  for  life,  and  by  the  secret 
payment  of  600/.  induced  him  to  abandon  his  ap- 
plication to  set  aside  the  sale,  whilst  the  appli- 
cation was  depending  in  Court ;  and  the  frame  of 
the  suit,  and  the  absence  of  parties  who  ought  to 
have  been  before  the  Court,  enabled  Thomas 
Mullins  to  carry  his  fraudulent  purpose  into  exe- 
cution, which  proves  that  the  Respondent's  ob- 
jections for  want  of  parties  are  matter  of  substance, 
and  not  of  form. 

The  sale  in  question,  and  its  confirmation,  and 
the  whole  transaction  connected  with  it,  were  a 
fraud  upon  the  Court  and  upon  the  Respondent 
and  his  elder  brother,  then  entitled  to  the  first 
estates  of  inheritance,  and  both  then  infants  of 
tender  years. 

The  Appellants  are  not  in  a  situation  to  com- 
plain, that  the  relief  granted  was  not  accompanied 
by  special  directions,  enquiries^  and  accounts  not 
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18S1.  directed,  inasmuch  as  the  account  directed  against 
them  only  commences  from  the  death  of  R.  B. 
V.  _  Townsend,  in  the  year  1826,  leavmg  to  the  estate 
of  Thomas  Lord  Ventry  the  whole  benefit  of  the 
previous  forty  years  enjoyment  by  him  and  his 
family ;  and  as  the  Respondent  had  no  objection 
to  having  the  sale  set  aside  for  all  purposes  as  from 
the  beginning,  and  the  account  taken  on  that  prin- 
ciple. 

For  the  Appellants,  Mr.  Pejpys  and  Mr. 
Turner. 

For  the  Respondents,  Sir  Edward  Sugden  and 
Mr.  Knights 

Lord  Lyndhurst. — The  object  of  the  suit,  out 
of  which  this  appeal  arises,  was  to  obtain  an 
account  of  the  personal  estate  of  Maurice  Fitz- 
gerald; and,  in  case  of  deficiency  of  personal 
assets,  for  the  sale  of  a  sufficient  portion  of  his  real 
estate  to  pay  debts  owing  at  the  time  of  his 
death. 

The  decree,  which  was  made  in  1783,  had  (S- 
rected  the  usual  accounts ;  but  no  directions  were 
given  to  ascertain  what  were  the  incumbrances 
on  the  real  estate.  A  sale  was  directed  of  a 
sufficient  portion  of  the  real  estate  to  satisfy  the 
debts;  but  it  was  a  most  extraordinaiy  circum- 
stance that,  by  the  decree,  it  was  ordered  that, 
afler  payment  of  the  debts,  the  surplus  should  be 
paid  over  to  the  tenant  for  life  in  possession.  The 
proceeding  was  altogether  full  of  irregularity. 
The  suit  was  defective  for  want  of  proper  parties. 
No  account  of  incumbrances  was  directed;  and 
this  order  to  pay  the  surplus  to  the  tenant  for  life 
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was  grossly  improper.    But  as  that  part  of  the      ISSI. 
order  was  not  executed,  it  is  unnecessary  to  make 
further  observations  upon  it    There  are  other 
circumstances   in   the    case  which  demand    the 
attention  of  the  House. 

When  the  estate  was  put  up  to  sale,  it  was 
purchased  by  a  Mr.  Rice,  who  bought  in  his  own 
name ;  but  it  was  in  ttMt  for  Mullins,  the  Plaintiff 
in  the  suit;  and  it  is  cleair  upon  the  evidence^ 
that  the  estate  was  sold  for  a  sum  far  less  than  the 
value  at  the  time  of  the  sale. 

After  the  sale,  an  application  was  made  to  the 
Court  by  the  tenant  for  life  in  remainder  to  set 
aside  the  purchase,  and  that  a  new  sale  of  the 
estate  might  be  directed.  According  to  the 
practice  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  in  Ireland, 
such  an  order  might  have  been  obtained.  But 
some  delay  having  occurred  in  the  hearing  of  the 
case,  on  account  of  the  absence  of  the  purchaser, 
an  opportunity  was  offered  for  arrangement 
between  the  parties;  and  the  tenant  for  life  in 
remainder  agreed  with  Mullins  to  withdraw  his 
objection, upon  the  terms  of  obtaining  for  himself 
a  sum  of  500/.,  and  for  his  solicitor  100/.  The 
application  for  the  new  sale  was  then  carried  on 
as  a  matter  of  form,  but  was  not  efiectualty  pro- 
secuted ;  and  was  ultimately  abandoned. 

When  these  facts  were  brought  before  the  Couit 
below  by  the  Plaintiff  in  the  suit,  the  Court  wiEui 
of  opinion  that  this  transaction  was  a  fraud  upon 
the  persons  entitled  to  the  inheritance,  who  were 
then  infants  of  a  very  tender  age ;  and  the  pro- 
ceeding was  the  more  objectionable,  because  the 
trustees  of  the  inheritance  were  not  parties  to  the 
suit    The  bill  in  the  present  suit,  the  immediate 
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]8dl.  subject  of  appeal,  was  filed  by  the  first  tenant  in 
tail  in  remainder  as  soon  as  be  came  of  age,  for  the 
purpose  of  setting  aside  the  decree  so  far  as  it 
related  to  the  purchase  in  trust  for  Mullins. 

It  has  been  objected  here  and  below  that  the 
suit  was  not  prosecuted  with  due  diligence.  The 
suit  was  inistituted  in  1808,  and  was  not  efiectively 
prosecuted  till  1823.  But  that  objection  was 
hardly  competent  to  the  Defendant  MuUins,  who 
had  an  opportunity,  at  any  time  during  that 
interval,  of  procuring  an  order  to  dismiss  the  bill. 
And  moreover  there  wad  an  excuse  for  the  Flaintifi^ 
who  was  in  the  army  on  service  abroad.  There  is 
therefore  no  valid  objection  to  the  claim  of  the 
Respondent  on  the  ground  of  delay. 

Another  objection  was  urged  on  behalf  of  the 
Appellant,  that  there  was  a  defect  of  parties  to  the 
suit.  It  was  alleged  in  the  bill,  that  these  parties 
were  out  of  the  jurisdiction.  On  the  other  hand  it 
was  contended,  that  there  was  no  evidence  of  that 
allegation ;  but  this  objection  ought  to  have  been 
made  in  the  Court  below.  It  is  too  late  to  make 
it,  in  the  first  instance,  when  the  cause  comes 
before  the  House  on  appeal.  The  form  of  the 
decree  furnished  a  third  ground  of  objection ;  viz., 
that  the  account  was  only  to  be  taken  from  the 
death  of  the  tenant  for  life  in  remainder.  Buc 
that  is  a  mode  of  framing  the  decree,  which  is 
advantageous  to  the  Appellants ;  and  if  it  were 
otherwise,  it  could  not  be  required  that  the  matter 
should  be  unravelled  from  the  beginning :  it  was 
only  necessary  that  the  transaction  should  be 
examined  from  the  death  of  the  second  tenant  for 
life  in  remainder,  that  is,  from  the  commencement 
of  the  interest  of  the  Respondent. 

Decree  affirmed. 
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>  Appellants^ 


ENGLAND. 

(Court  of  Chancery.) 
The  Attorney-General     -     -     Appellant^ 

Geo.  Gavin  Browne  Mill,  John  1 
Mill,  and  Pat.  Bartlett      -  )  ^^^^P<^^^' 

The  Attorney-General,  on  the " 
Relation  of  William  Jameson, 
Provost  of  the  Burgh  of  Mont- 
rose, and  G.  Shand,  D.  Skin- 
ner, and  J.  BiRNiE,  Baillies  of 
the  said  Burgh,  and  John  Mac- 
GREGOR,  the  Dean  of  Guild  of 
the  said  Burgh 

George  Gavin  Browne  Mill,  1  ^  ^nrvn^ 
and  George  Mill  Nicholson  J      rP^'^***^^    > 

The  Attorney-General,  &c.     -    Appellants, 

George  Gavin  Browne  Mill,  1  ..         ' 

1  /^  ii>f       XT  \  Respondents ; 

and  George  Mill  Nicholson  J       -^  ^ 

AND 

John  Mill,  Patrick  Bartlett,  \   .      .- 
and  the  Attorney-General  -  J  ^PP^^^^» 

George  Gavin  Browne  Mill    -    Respondent. 

D.  S.,  by  origin  a  Scotchman,  having  acquired  a  fortune  in  the 
West  Indies  in  the  year  ITQly  while  he  was  residing  ia  Lon- 
don made  his  will,  by  which  he  left  the  residue  of  his  real 
and  personal  estate,  subject  to  certain  charges^  to  trustees, 
upon  trust  to  invest  so  much  as  was  personal  in  the  purchase 
**  of  lands  or  rents  of  inheritance  in  Jee'simpley  for  the  in- 
<'  tent  and  purpose  mentioned,  contained,  and  expressed  in 
"  a  certain  instrument  or  writing  bearing  even  date"  with  his 
will. 
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18^1,  By  an  inBtrument  of  even  date  referring  to  the  will,  the  trusts 
declared  were,  **  to  pay  two  thirds  thereof,"  (i.  e.  of  the 
yearly  rents  of  the  lands,)  **  towards  the  relief  and  comfort 
**  of  all  such  daughters  of  gentlemen  residing  in  the  neigh- 
**  hourhood  of  Montrose  who  should  he  left  at  the  death 
**  of  their  fathers  destitiAe  of  support,  or  with  a  scan^ 
**  maintenance/'  &c« 

Held,  that  this  was  a  void  bequest. 

In  1808,  a  bill,  to  which  the  Attorney-General  was  a  party, 
had  been  filed  by  the  Respondent,  praying  a  declaration  that 
the  bequest  for  charitM>le  purposes  was  void:  upon  this 
bill  a  decree  was  made  in  favour  of  the  Respondent  and 
others  in  1809,  under  which  they  held  the  property  without 
dispute  till  1823;  when  a  bill  was  filed  by  the  Appellants, 
stating  the  former  bill  and  proceedings,  but  omitting  to  state 
that  the  Attorney- GeneriJ  was  a  party.  To  this  bill  the 
Respondent  demurred;  but  the  demurrer  was  overruled, 
because  it  did  not  appear,  on  the  face  of  the  bill,  that  the 
Attomey-Generd  was  a  party  Co  the  former  suit :  but  leave 
was  given  to  put  in  a  plea,  which  was  accordingly  done. 
The  plea  consisted  of  a  statement  of  the  former  suit  and  pro- 
ceedings, and  the  decree  made  under  it.  The  Appellant 
then  presented  a  petition  of  re-hearing  of  the  former  suit ; 
but  the  plea  was  allowed,  and  the  decree  affirmed,  on  re- 
hearing. 


JLIAVID  MILL,  formerly  of  the  island  of  Cariacou, 
in  the  West  Indies,  but  at  the  time  of  making  his 
will,  of  Charles  Street,  in  the  parish  of  Saint  Maiy- 
le-bone,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  being,  at  the 
respective  times  of  making  and  publishing  his  will 
and  codicils,  after  mentioned,  and  at  the  time  of 
his  death,  seised  and  possessed  of  a  considerable 
real  and  personal  estate  in  the  island  of  Cariacou, 
in  the  West  Indies,  and  in  England,  and  elsewhere, 
made  and  published  his  will,  bearing  date  the  5th 
day  of  December,  1791,  whereby  he  gave  and 
bequeathed  all  his  estate  or  plantation  in  the  island 
of  Cariacou,  with  the  lands,  slaves,  hereditaments. 
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and  appurtenances  thereto  belongings  (subject  and  iB9i. 
charged  and  chargeable  with  the  annuity,  yearly  '^  ^  ^[ 
rent  charge,  or  sum  of  800/.  thereinafter  men^  «tnM& 
tioned),  and  all  other  his  estates  and  eiSects,  both  m^ 
real  and  personal,  and  of  what  nature  or  kind 
soever,  and  wheresoever,  not  thereinafieri  or  by 
any  codicil  thereto,  specifically  bequeathed,  unto 
his  cousin  James  Mill,  his  brother  George  MiU, 
and  his  cousin  Hercules  Mill,  and  Dr.  Patrick 
Bartlett  of  Cariacou,  and  the  survivors  or  survivor 
of  them,  his  heirs,  executors^  administrators^  or 
assigns,  according  to  his  several  and  respective 
interests  therein;  which  said  gift  and  devise  he 
declared  to  be  upon  the  trusts  folIowii%,  (that  is^ 
to  ss^,)  that  they,  his  said  trustees,  or  the  survivors 
or  survivor  of  them,  his  heirs^  executors^  adminis. 
trators,  or  assigns,  should,  out  of  his  said  personal 
estate,  and  by  Bsie  thereof  and  out  of  the  rents, 
issues,  and  profits  of  his  real  estate  or  by  sale 
thereof,  pay  all  his  debts  and  funeral  charges,  and 
the  legacies  and  annuities  tbereinafter  by  bint 
given.  And  the  said  testator  gave  and  bequeathed 
several  legacies  and  annuities  to  the  persons  therein 
respectively  named ;  and  amongst  the  said  annuities 
he  gave  and  devised  unto  the  said  James  Mill,  George 
MiU,  Hercules  Mill,  and  Patrick  Bartlett,  and  the 
survivors  and  survivor  of  them,  his  heirs,  executors, 
administrators,  and  assigns,  one  perpetual  annuity, 
clear  yearly  rent  charge,  or  sum  of  300/.,  &c.,  to 
be  issuing  and  payable  out  of  all  his  said  estate  or 
plantation  in  the  island  of  Cariacou ;  and  he  did 
thereby  charge  and  subject  all  and  every  of  his 
said  estate  or  plantation  in  the  island  of  Cariacou 
aforesaid,  with  the  slaves,  hereditaments^  and 
appurtenances  thereto  belonging,  with  the  pay- 
ment of  the  said  annuity  or  yearly  rent,  or  sum 
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1851*       of  30021  accordingly ;  and  which  annuity  he.  did 
thereby  direct  should  be   paid   and  applied  by 
his  said  trustees,  and  the  survivors  and  survivor 
of  them,  his  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  or 
assigns,  in  such  manner  as  to  them  should  appear 
best  calculated  to  meliorate  the  situation  of  the 
slaves  which  should  from  time  to  time  be  upon  the 
said  estate.    The  residue  of  his  real  and  personal 
estate  was  disposed  of  as  follows :  — <<  As  for  all 
<^  the  rest,  residue,  and  remainder  of  my  estate 
<<  and  effects  whatsoever  and  wheresoever,  and 
^<  of  what  nature  or  kind  soever,   subject  and 
<<  charged  and  chargeable  as  aforesaid,  and  also 
<^  subject  to  any  legacies  which  I  may  give  by  any 
!<  codicil  to  this  my  last  will,  and  also  subject  to 
^*  iall  such  costs,  charges,  and  expenses  as  my  said 
^^  trustees  and  executors  hereinafter  named  should 
^<  bear,  pay,  sustain,  or  be  put  unto,  in  or  about 
<<  the  execution  of  the   trusts  hereby  in  them 
**  reposed ;  I  give,  devise,  and  bequeath  the  same 
<<  and  every  part  thereof  unto  the  said  James  Mill, 
**  George  Mill,  Hercules  Mill,  and  Patrick  Bart- 
**  lett,  upon  trust  that  they  my  said  trustees,  and 
*<  the  survivors  and  survivor  of  them,   and  the 
<*  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns  of 
**  such  survivor,  do  and  shall,  as  soon  as  con- 
^«  veniently  may  be,  invest  such  part  of  my  said 
"  estate  as  shall  not  then  consist  of  real  estate,  in 
<*  the  purchase  of  lands  or  rents  of  inheritance  in 
<'  fee-simple,  which  purchase  or  purchases  shall  be 
<<  made  in  the  names  of  the  said  trustees,  or  the 
««  survivors  or  survivor  of  them,  and  by  them,  in 
«  due  and  legal  form,  conveyed  from  time  to  time, 
"  together  with  such  part  or  parts  of   my  real 
<<  estate  as  may  then  happen  not  to  be  sold  or 
<'  disposed  of  for  the  purposes  aforesaid,  to  other 
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'<  trustees  and  their  heirs,  so  as  at  all  times  here-  1831. 
"  after  to  support  and  preserve  a  perpetual  succes- 
sion in  the  lands  and  rents  so  to  be  purchased ; 
and  such  parts  of  my  rea  1  estates  as  may  not 
have  been  sold  and  disposed  of,  for  the  intent 
**  and  purpose  mentioned,  contained  and  expressed 
in  a  certain  instrument  or  writing,  by  me  ex- 
ecuted,  bearing  even  date  herewith ;  and  I  do, 
**  of  this  my  last  will  and  testament,  constitute 
<<  and  appoint  the  said  James  Mill,  George  Mill, 
*«  Hercules  Mill,  and  Patrick  Bartlett,  executors/' 
David  Mill  signed  and  sealed  an  instrument  in 
writing,  purporting  to  be  executed  in  the  presence 
of,  and  attested  by,  two  witnesses,  and  bearing 
even  date  with  and  referred  to  in  his  will  as 
follows: — "  To  all  to  whom  these  presents  shaH 
"  come,  I,  David  Mill,  formerly  of  the  island  of 
"  Cariacou,  in  the  West  Indies,  at  present  residing 
in  Charles  Street  in  the  parish  of  St  Mary-le- 
bone,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  Esquire,  send 
greeting :  Whereas  I  have  often  observed  with 
regret  the  very  destitute  situation  in  which  the 
<<  daughters  of  many  gentlemen  in  the  nieighbour- 
"  hood  of  Montrose,  North  Britain,  have  been  left 
*^  at  the  death  of  their  fathers,  and  it  being  my 
<<  earnest  will  and  desire  to  add  comfort  to  as  many 
«  of  the  persons  of  the  above  description  as  possible, 
I  have,  in  and  by  my  last  will  and  testament, 
bearing  even  date  wilii  and  executed,  published, 
and  declared  immediately  at  or  before  the  sealing 
and  delivery  of  these  presents,  given,  devised, 
and  bequeathed  all  the  residue  and  remainder  of 
my  estate  and  effects  whatsoever  and  where- 
**  soever,  of  what  nature  or  kind  soever,  subject 
<^  and  charged  and  chargeable  as  thereinbefore 
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18S1.  «  mentioned^  and  also  subject  to  any  legacies  which 
**  I  may  give  by  any  codicil  to  that  my  will,  and 
<<  also  subject  to  all  such  costs»  charges,  and 
^*  expenses  incurred  in  the  execution  of  the  trusts 
f<  in  my  said  will,  unto  my  cousin  James  Mill,  of 
^*  Camberwell  in  the  saidcounty  of  Surrey,  Esquire ; 
<*  my  brother  George  Mill  of  Montrose  aforesaid ; 
<<  and  my  cousin  Hercules  Mill,  of  the  same  place, 
*<  Esquire ;  and  Dn  Patrick  Bartlett  of  Cariacou 
<<  aforesaid ;  upon  tru9t  that  the  survivors  or 
<<  survivor  of  them,  and  tlie  heirs,  executors^ 
^*  administrators,  and  assigns  of  such  survivor,  do 
<<  and  shaU,  as  soon  as  conveniently  may  be,  invest 
^«  such  part  of  my  said  estate,  as  shedl  not  then 
^*  consist  of  real  estate,  in  the  purchase  or  pur- 
^*  chases  of  lands,  or  rents  of  inheritancci  in  fee- 
*<  simple,  which  purchase  or  purchases  should 
^<  be  made  in  their  names,  or  in  the  names  or 
<<  name  of  the  survivors  or  survivor  of  them,  and 
<<  by  theoif  in  due  and  legal  form,  conveyed  from 
<<  time  to  time,  together  with  such  part  or  parts 
**  of  my  real  estates  as  may  then  happen  not  to  be 
*<  sold  or  disposed  of,  for  the  purposes  in  my  said 
<<  will  mentioned,  to  certain  trustees  and  their 
<<  heirs,  so  as  at  all  times  hereafter  to  support  and 
«  preserve  a  perpetual  succession  in  the  lands  and 
<^  rents  so  to  be  purchased }  and  such  parts  of  my 
^<real  estiite  as  may  not  have  been  sold  and 
*<  disposed  of,  for  the  intent  and  purpose  men- 
<'  tioned,  contained  and  expressed  in  a  certain 
<<  instrument  in  writing,  by  me  executed,  bearing 
<<  even  date  therewith.  Now  know  ye,  that  I  the 
«<  said  David  Mill  do,  by  this  instrument  in  writing, 
*<  by  me  duly  executed,  bearing  even  date  with 
<<  my  said  last  will  and  testament,  testify,  acknow- 
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« ledge,  and  declare  that  the  said  herein-before  18S1, 
'<  recited  gifl,  devise,  and  bequest  of  all  the  rest, 
**  residuei  and  remainder  of  my  said  estate  and 
**  effects,  subject  as  aforesaid  to  the  said  James 
<*  Mill,  George  Mill,  Hercules  MiU,  and  Patrick 
<<  Bartlfett,  and  the  survivors  and  survivor  of  them, 
*<  and  the  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and 
assigns  of  such  survivor,  was  so  made  and  given 
them,  upon  trust  that  they  and  the  survivors  apd 
«  survivor  of  them,  and  the  heirs,  executors,  ad« 
<<  ministrators,  and  assigns  of  such  survivor,  dp  and 
"  shall,  yearly,  and  every  year  for  ever,  pay  the 
^*  yearly  rents  of  my  said  estates  into  the  hapds  of 
<^  the  following  persons,  their  heirs  and  successors, 
^<  (that  is  to  say,)  the  two  persons  who  for  th^  time 
<<  being  shall  be  my  nearest  of  kin,  and  residing 
!<  within  twenty  miles  of  the  said  town  of  Montrose } 
the  said  James  MiU  and  his  heirs,  when  residipg 
within  the  said  distance ;  Sir  Alexander  Ramsay 
*^  of  Balmain,  Baronet,  and  Sir  David  Carpegie, 
**  and  their  heirs,  when  he  or  they  s^all  reside 
*<  within  the  said  distance ;  and  to  the  magis^ 
*^  trates  of  Montrose  for  the  time  being ;  it 
<<  being  my  desire  and  intention,  that  neither 
"  of  my  said  trustees,  or  their  heirs,  assigns, 
<<  or  successors,  shall  act  in  the  execution  of 
**  the  trusts  hereinafter  mentioned,  but  such 
<*  as  shall  reside  and  live  within  twenty  miles 
<<  of  the  town  of  Montrose  aforesaid,  to  be,^ 
<*  by  the  said  trustees,  their  heirs  sflkd  fiuccessors, 
<*  applied  in  the  manner  hereinafter  mentioned 
<<  and  declared  of  and  concerning  the  same,  (that 
*<  is  to  say,)  upon  trust  yearly  and  every  year  iipon 
*♦  the  19th  day  of  March,  in  every  year  for  ever, 
[^  to  pay,  apply,  and  dispose  of  two  third  parts 
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18911  *<  thereof  towards  the  relief  and  comfort  of  all 
**  such  daughters  of  gentlemen  residing  in  the  said 
*<  neighbourhood  of  Montrose  aforesaid,  who  shall 
^*  be  left,  at  the  death  of  their  fathers,  destitute  of 
<<  support,  or  with  a  scanty  and  insufficient  main- 
<<  tenance^  in  manner  following;  (that  is  to  say,) 
« to  such  daughters  of  deceased  gentlemen  who 
<<  before  his  or  their  death  shall  have  resided  in 
^^  Montrose,  or  within  four  miles  thereof,  and 
<<  which  daughters  shall  themselves  reside  there, 
<<  being  single  and  unmarried,  having  no  fortune 
<<  or  income  whatever,  the  sum  of  SOL  per  annum 
<<  during  their  several  lives,  if  they  shaU  remain 
<<  single  and  unmarried.  And  in  case  such  daughter 
**  shall  have  an  income  or  provision  under  or  less 
*<  than  the  sum  of  50L,  then  such  annual  sum  to 
<<  be  made  up  in  amount  to  50/.  a  year  by  my  said 
*<  trustees ;  and  persons  who  come  under  this  de- 
**  scription  shall  be  called  the  first  class  of  this 
^<  bounty,  and  be  entitled  to  a  preference.  And  on 
*^  the  marriage  of  any  such  daughter  or  daughters, 
^<  then  I  do  hereby  declare  that  the  said  annual 
<<  sum  or  sums  so  given  to  her  or  them,  shall  cease 
<<  and  be  no  longer  paid.  And  in  case  my  said 
<*  trustees,  or  the  survivors  or  survivor  of  them, 
**  their  heirs,  assigns,  or  successors  as  aforesaid, 
**  shall  think  proper  at  any  time  or  times  hereafter 
*<  to  extend  this  bounty  to  persons  of  the  de- 
<<  sciiption  aforesaid,  who  shall  reside  within  ten 
<<  miles  of  Montrose  aforesaid,  then  I  declare 
<<  that  such  persons  shall  be  called  the  second 
<<  class,  and  entitled  to  benefit  next  after  the 
**  first  class.  And  if  it  should  be  found  necessary 
to  extend  this  bounty  to  persons  of  the  before- 
mentioned  description,  residing  within  twenty 
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^*  miles  of  Montrose  aforesaid,  such  persons  shall  1881. 
**  be  called  the  third  class,  and  entitled  to  the 
**  bounty  next  after  the  first  and  second  classes 
**  aforesaid.  And  it  being  my  wish  and  desire 
that  this  bounty  may  assist  and  add  comfort  to 
as  many  persons  as  possible,  I  do  hereby  declare 
*'  my  meaning  to  be,  that  such  persons  of  the 
**  above  description,  who  shall  require  the  least 
<<  aid  and  assistance,  shall  have  a  preferable  claim 
**  to  the  before-mentioned  bounty.  And  upon  the 
*•  further  trust  that  they,  my  said  trustees,  and  the 
"  survivors  and  survivor  of  them,  their  heirs,  a»- 
*<  signs,  and  successors  as  aforesaid,  do  and  shall,  on 
the  said  19th  day  of  March  in  each  and  every 
year,  pay,  divide,  and  distribute  the  whole  of  the 
**  other  remaining  one  third  part  of  the  rents,  issuei^ 
**  and  profits  to  be  by  them  received  as  aforesaid, 
unto  and  amongst  all  such  persons  born  and 
residing  within  the  several  distances  of  Mont- 
*^  rose,  and  classed  in  such  manner  as  hereinbefore 
*<  mentioned,  concerning  the  indigent  and  dis- 
**  tressed  daughters  who  shall  appear  to  my  said 
**  trustees,  their  heirs,  assigns,  and  successors,  to 
**  be  the  proper  objects  of  this  charitable  distri- 
**  bution,  in  sums  not  exceeding  5L  to  each  indi- 
"  vidua!.  And  for  the  more  effectually  carrying 
**  on  the  several  trusts  hereinbefore  mentioned,  and 
**  for  establishing  a  method  whereby  the  same  may 
*<  be  from  time  to  time  kept  on  foot,  for  the  more 
<<  regular  and  sure  payment  and  distribution  of 
<<  the  several  annual  sums  and  charitable  donations 
<*  to  the  respective  description  of  persons  before 
**  pointed  out  and  mentioned  as  the  proper  objects 
«'  of  a  bountiful  assistance,  I  do  hereby  empower, 
**  authorise,  and  direct,  that  when  any  of  my  said' 
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trustees  shall  die,  or  discontinue  to  live  and 
reside  within  twenty  miles  of  Montrose  afore- 
said, or  be  desirous  of  not  acting  in  or  relin- 
quishing his  trust,  it  shall  and  may  be  lawful  for 
the  real  surviving  acting  trustees,  or  a  majority 
of  them,  from  time  to  time  to  elect  and  choose 
one  or  more  person  or  persons  to  act  and  be 
joined  with  them  in  the  execution  of  the  trust 
aforesaid,  in  the  room  or  stead  of  him  or  them 
so  dying,  or  becoming  non  resident,  or  resigning 
as  aforesaid,  and  to  make  and  invest  him  or 
them  with  a  fqll  power,  authority,  and  ditection, 
as  if  he  or  they  were  hereby  particularly  named 
or  appointed.  And  in  case  it  shall  at  any  time 
hereafter  hs^pen  that  the  number  of  voices  shall 
be  equal  in  any  matter  or  subject  relative  to  the 
execution  of  the  trusts  hereby  created,  I  do 
hereby  declare,  that  the  trustee  who  shall  be 
nearest  of  kin  to  me  shall,  upon  all  such  oc- 
casions, have  the  casting  vote ;  and  if  there  shall 
be  no  such  next  of  kin  to  me  a  trustee  at  the 
time,  then  the  eldest  or  senior  trustee  shall  have 
the  casting  vote.  And  I  do  hereby  particularly 
recommend  to  my  said  trustees,  and  the  sur- 
vivors or  survivor  of  them,  tiieir  heirs,  assigns, 
and  successors  as  aforesaid,  whenever  any  va- 
cancy shall  happen  as  aforesaid,  to.  elect  some 
of  my  next  of  kin  as  trustees  of  this  bounty, 
besides  the  two  nearest  of  kin  who  may  tlien 
happen  to  be  trustees,  if  any  can  be  found 
resident  within  twenty  miles  of  Montrose  afore- 
said, and  shall  be  adjudged  by  the  majority. of 
my  sai4  trustees  to  be  fit  and  proqper  persons 
to  act  in  ihe  execution  of  the  several  trusts 
^foresaid''    ,    . 
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By  a  codicil  in  writing  to  his  will,  bearing  date  issi. 
the  20th  of  July,  1799,  after  revoking  several  of 
the  legacies  given  by  his  will,  and  giving  legacies 
to  several  (persons  named  in  the  codicil,  knd, 
amongst  others,  a  legacy  of  3000/.  to  the  Re* 
spondent,  he  appointed  bis  brother,  John  Mill, 
joint  executor  with  James  Mill,  George  Mill,  and 
Hercules  Mill,  and  Patrick  Bartlett 

By  another  codicil,  bearing  date  the  ISth  of 
September,  1800,  he  revoked  the  devise  and  be- 
quest of,  and  discharged  his  plantation  in  Cariacou, 
and  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits  of  the  same 
(except  the  annuity  of  600/.  per  annum),  from 
the  payment  of  his  debts  and  funeral  charges,  and 
the  legacies  and  annuities  charged  upon  it  by 
the  will,  and  directed  that  the  same  should  be  dis- 
charged out  of  his  personal  property;  and  he 
gave  all  his  plantation  in  Cariacou,  with  the  land, 
slaves,  hereditaments,  &c.  in  equal  copartnership, 
unto  his  brothers  George  Mill  Nicholson  and  John 
Mill,  and  his  much  esteemed  friend  (the  Re- 
spondent) George  Gavin  Browne,  their  heirs  and 
assigns,  to  be  by  them  held  and  enjoyed  in  equal 
shares  and  proportions^  but  subject  nevertheless  to 
the  payment  of  the  annuity  of  300/.  per  annum 
expressed  in  liis  wilL 

By  a  third  codicil,  dated  on  the  SSd  of  June, 
1802,  reciting  that  since  the  execution  of  the  second 
codicil,  his  brother,  George  Mill  Nicholson,  had 
departed  this  life,  he  revoked  the  bequest  of  the 
part  or  share  of  and  in  the  said  estate  or  plantation 
of  Cariacou  aforesaid,  given  and  devised  to  his 
brother,  and  his  heirs,  and  he  thereby  devised  the 
said  part  or  share  of*  the  same  estate  or  plant- 
ation to  his  brother  John  Mill  and  George  Gkv'm 
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Browne.  And  after  giving  several  legacies,  and 
revoking  the  bequest  in  his  will  of  his  books  to  his 
brother  John  Mill,  and  after  giving  the  same  and 
his  library  to  George  Gavin  Browne,  his  executors, 
&c.,  he  directed  that  George  Gavin  Browne  should 
assume  and  use  the  name  of  Mill  in  addition  to  his 
name  of  Browne,  &c. ;  and  as  to  all  the  residue  of 
his  monies,  and  securities  for  money,  stock  in  the 
public  or  government  funds,  mortgages,  and  estates 
in  mortgage,  and  other  securities  for  money,  effects, 
and  premises  whatsoever,  not  before  given  and  be- 
queathed by  his  will  and  codicils,  he  bequeathed 
the  same  to  his  brother  John  Mill  and  George 
Gavin  Browne,  their  executors,  administrators, 
and  assigns,  to  be  equally  divided  between  them. 
And  he  thereby  appointed  his  brother,  John  Mill, 
and  George  Gavin  Browne  executors  of  his  will 
and  codicils,  and  confirmed  the  appointment  in  his 
will  of  James  Mill,  Hercules  Mill,  and  Patrick 
Bartlett  to  be  trustees  thereof. 

David  Mill  afterwards  published  another  codicil 
to  his  will,  dated  the  29th  of  March,  1803,  whereby 
he  gave  certain  small  legacies  to  persons  therein 
named,  but  did  not  otherwise  alter  or  revoke  his 
will  and  other  codicils,  or  any  of  them. 

David  Mill  died  on  the  29th  of  December,  1804, 
without  issue  and  unmarried,  leaving  a  very  large 
real  and  personal  estate,  and  without  having  re- 
voked or  altered  his  \yill,  otherwise  than  as  the 
same  is  revoked  or  altered  by  the  codicils,  and 
without  having  revoked  or  altered  his  codicils, 
except  as  the  same  are  revoked  or  altered  by  each 
other,  leaving  John  Mill,  his  only  brother  and  heir 
at  law,  and  one  of  the  executors  of  the  will  and 
codicils,  surviving. 
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Upon  the  death  of  the  testator,  probate  of  the  1881. 
will  and  codicils  was  granted  to  John  Mill  and  to 
the  Respondent,  by  the  Prerogative  Court  of  the 
Archbishop  of  Canterbury,  and  they  thereby  be- 
came the  legal  personal  representatives  of  the 
testator. 

In  Hilary  term  1806,  the  Respondent  filed  a 
bill  in  the  Court  of  Chancery,  against  John  Mill, 
Patrick  Bartlett,  and  the  Honorable  Spencer  Per- 
cival»  His  Majesty's  then  Attorney-General,  stat- 
ing, among  other  things,  the  facts  hereinbefore 
stated ;  and  also  stating  that  the  Respondent  in 
1795  was  informed  by  David  Mill  that  a  misunder- 
standing had  taken  place  between  him  and  his 
brother  John  Mill,  on  account  of  a  marriage  John 
Mill  had  contracted  contrary  to  his  advice;  and 
that  the  Respondent  thereupon  used  every  means 
in  his  power  to  bring  about  a  reconciliation  be- 
tween them,  and  that  he  so  far  succeeded  therein 
as  to  have  prevailed  upon  David  Mill  to  address  a 
letter  to  his  brother  John  Mill,  in  the  year  1796, 
in  answer  to  a  letter  or  letters  which  John  Mill 
had  written  to  him,  David  Mill  not  having  written 
to  John  Mill,  as  the  Respondent  understood  from 
the  said  David  Mill,  for  the  space  of  eleven  years ; 
and  that  the  Respondent  also  understood  from  a 
subsequent  conversation  with  David  Mill  that  he 
was  not  upon  terms  of  friendship  with  another 
brother,  George  Mill;  and  that  the  Respondent 
thereupon  in  like  manner  endeavoured  to  bring 
about  a  reconciliation  between  David  Mill  and  his 
brother  George  Mill,  and  a  reconciliation  was  at 
length  effected ;  and  also  stating  that  David  Mill' 
having  frequent  occasions  for  medical  assistance, 
the  Respondent  was  unremitting  in  his  attendance 
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la^l.  as  a  physician  upon  hirn»  ^nfi  for  whiph  Da^d 
^"^"^^  MiH  declared  himself  to  be  under  great  obligation 
aufuui.'^  to  the  Respondent,  and  expressed  the  warmest 
m4'(,  friendship  fyr  him;  and  that  David  Mill  in  the 
ye$r  1799)  being  desirous,  of  making  some  alter* 
ations  with  respect  to  the  disposition  of  his  pro- 
perty, as  made  by  his  will,  and  intending  to  make 
some  remuneration  to  the  Respondent  foe  his  extra- 
ordinary care  of  and*  attention  to  bim.  for^  l^e  spape- 
of  abont  six  years^  made  the  codicil,  to  bis  will,, 
bearings  date  the  20th  of  July,  1799>  and  also 
stating  the  codicil  of  the  13th  of  September,  1 800 ; 
and  that  in  the  month,  of  September  or  October,. 
X800,  David  Mill  received  a  letter  from.  Dr.  Patrick 
Bartlett,  with  whom  David  Mill  had  be^  upon 
terms  of  great  intimacy  for  thirty  yea^s  and  np« 
wards^  in  which  letter  Dn  Bantlett  recommended 
it  to  David  Mill  to  try  the  change  of  air^  a^  likely 
to.  conduce  to.  the  restoration  of  his.he^lUi^  and  he 
invited  him  to  his  house  at  Little  Gaddeaden  in 
^ertfi>rdshire ;  and  that,  as  the  disordec  with 
which  he  was  afflicted  often,  came  on  suddenly, 
and  required  immediate  assistance,  he  recom*. 
mended  it  to  David  Mill  to  endeavour  to  prevail, 
upon  the  Respondent  to  accompany  him.;  and 
David  Mill  thereupon  proposed  to  the  Respondent 
that  if  he,  the  Respondent,  would  accompany  him 
to  Dr.  Bartlett's,  and  also,  to  such  other  places  as 
David  Mill  should  be  disposed  to  go  to,  and  g^VQ 
up  his  practice  as  a  physician  at  Bath,  he  would 
secure  to  the  Respondent  an  annuity  of  400/.  per 
annum  for  his  life,  and  4000/.  to  be  at  his  disposal 
at  his  death;  to  which  proposal  the  Respondent 
acceded ;  and  that  the  Respondent  thereupon  gaye 
no.  his  practice  as  a  physician  at  Bath»  y^ffih  wa^j 
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liten  considerable,  and  devoted  himself  entirely  to'  18S1. 
the  oase  oif  David  Mill»  and  frequently  assisted 
hhn  in  the  manstgement  of  his  concerns ;  and  dso 
stating  tiiat  the  Respondistit,  in  the  month  of 
September,  1800,  accompanied  David  Mill  to  the 
house  of  Dr.  Bartlett  at  Little  Gaddesden  ih  Hert- 
fonlshire,  and  that  David  Mill  then  commuhicated 
to  Dn  Bartlett  the  proposal  he  had'  made  to  the 
Respondent,  and  the  Respondent's  assent  thereto, 
and  that  Dr.  Bartlett  expressed  his  approbation 
thereof;  and  that  David  Mill  thereupon  executed 
a  bond  to  the  Respondent  for  the  purpose  of 
carrying  the  agreement  intb  execution,  and  which 
bond  was  attested  by  Dr.  Bartlett  and  his  brother 
John  Bartlett ;  and  also  stating  that  in  pursuailce 
of  the  agreement  the  Respondent  relinquished  his' 
practice  as  a  physician  at  Bath,  and  attended  to 
David  Mill  until  the  time  of  his  death ;  and 
further  stating  the  codicil  of  the  2Sd  day  of  June, 
180@,  and  the  codicil  of  the  SQth  day  of  March, 
1803 ;  and  that  His  Majesty's  Attorney-General, 
on  behalf  of  His  Majesty,  insisted  that  the  yearly 
rent-charge,  or  sum  of  SOO/*,  charged  in  and  by  the 
testator's  will  on  his  estate  or  plantation  in  the 
island  of  Cariacou,  for  the  purpose  of  ameliorating^ 
the  situation  of  the  slaves  which  should  from  time 
to  time  be  on  the  estate,  was  a  good  and  efiectual 
charge  on  the  estate ;  whereas  the  Respondent  was 
advised  and-  submitted  to  the  judgment  of  the 
Court  that  the  same  was  wholly  void  by  the  sta- 
tutes of  mortmain,  and  ought  not  to  be  carried 
into  execution,  and  ought  to  be  declared  void  by 
the  Court ;  and  that  His  Majesty's  Attomey-Ge- 
neral  also  insisted  that  the  residue  and  remainder 
of  the  testator's  real  and  personal  estate,    not 
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18S1.       specifically  devised  or  bequeathed  by  his  will  and 
codicils,   except  his  estate  or  plantation  in  the 
island  of  Cariacou,  after  payment  of  his  debts, 
legacies,  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses,  were 
applicable  to  the  charitable  purposes  mentioned 
in  the  indenture  of  the  5th  day  of  December, 
I79I9   made  and  executed  by  the  testator,  and 
referred  to  by  his  will ;  whereas  the  Respondent 
was  advised  that  the  same  were  not  applicable 
to  such  purposes  as  in  the  indenture  mentioned, 
and  that  the  same  were  not  such   as  could  be 
carried  into  effect,  and  that  such  residue  and  re- 
mainder of  the  testator's  real  and  personal  estate 
therefore  passed  by  the  subsequent  testamentary 
instruments,  or  some  or  one  of  them,  made  and 
executed  by  the  testator  David  Mill;   and  the 
Respondent  submitted  that  it  ought  so  to  be  de- 
clared by  the  decree  of  the  Court,  and  charging 
that  probate  of  the  will  and  codicils  of  the  testator 
had  been  granted  to  John  Mill  and  to  the  Re- 
spondent by  the  Prerogative  Court  of  the  Arch- 
bishop of  Canterbury,  and  that  they  were  then 
become  the  legal  personal  representatives  of  the 
testator ;  and  praying  that  the  devise  of  the  yearly 
rent-charge  of  300/.  charged  by  the  testator's  will, 
on  his  estate  or  plantation  in  the  island  of  Cariacou, 
for  the  purpose  of  ameliorating  the  condition  of  the 
slaves  which  should  from  time  to  time  be  on  the 
estate ;  and  also  the  devise  and  bequest  of  the  re- 
mainder and  residue  of  the  real  and  personal  estate, 
after  payment  of  the  testator's  debts,  annuities, 
legacies,  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses,  for 
the  purposes  in  the  indenture  of  the  5th  day  of 
December,  179 If  mentioned  and  referred  to  in 
and  by  the  testator's  will,  might  be  declared  void 
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by  the  decree  of  the  Court,  and  that  the  Re-  ISSI. 
spondent  might  be  declared  to  be  entitled  to  the 
annuity  of  400/.,  and  to  the  sum  of  4000/.  to  be 
at  his  disposal  at  his  death,  secured  by  the  bond  of 
the  testator,  bearing  date  the  26th  day  of  Decem- 
ber, 1800,  in  the  bill  mentioned;  and  that  the. 
Respondent  might  also  be  declared  to  be  entitled, 
together  with  John  Mill,  to  the  remainder  and 
residue  of  the  testator's  real  and  personal  estate, 
after  payment  of  his  debts,  annuities,  legacies, 
funeral  and  testamentary  expenses  in  equal 
moieties. 

.  John  Mill,  Patrick  Bartlett,  and  His  Majest/s 
then  Attorney-General,  being  served  with  process, 
appeared  to  the  bill,  and  respectively  put  in  their 
answers  thereto.  And  His  Majesty's  Attorney- 
General  by  his  answer  insisted  on  behalf  of  the* 
charities,  on  all  such  right,  title,  and  interest  in 
the  premises  in  the  bill  mentioned,  as  the  charities 
should  appear  to  have  therein ;  and  he  thereby 
submitted  the  same  to  the  judgment,  order,  and 
direction  of  the  Court;  and  he  prayed  that  the 
Court  would  take  care  of  the  rights  and  interests 
of  the  charities  in  the  premises. 

The  cause  was  heard  before  Sir  William  Grant 
on  the  5th  of  May,  1808 ;  when  it  was  ordered 
and  decreed  that  it  should  be  referred  to  Mr.  Ord, 
then  one  of  the  Masters  of  the  Court,  to  take  an. 
account  of  the  personal  estate  of  David  Mill,  the 
testator,  (not  specifically  bequeathed)  come  to  the 
hands  of  John  Mill,  one  of  the  executors  of  the 
testator,  and  to  the  hands  of  the  Respondent,  the 
other  of  his  executors,  with  the  usual  directions. 

The  Master  made  his  report  in^  the  cause  on  the 
llth  of  February,  1809,  which  was  afterwards 
confirmed. 
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1851.  specifically  devised  or  bequeathed  by  his  will  and 
codicils,  except  bis  estate  or  plantation  in  the 
island  of  Cariacou,  after  payment  of  his  debts, 
legacies,  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses,  were 
applicable  to  the  charitable  purposes  mentioned 
in  the  indenture  of  the  5th  day  of  December, 
1791  >  made  and  executed  by  the  testator,  and 
reieiTed  to  by  his  will ;  whereas  the  Respondent 
was  advised  that  the  same  were  not  applicable 
to  such  purposes  as  in  the  indenture  mentioned, 
and  that  the  same  were  not  such  as  could  be 
carried  into  efiect,  and  that  such  residue  and  re* 
mainder  of  the  testator's  real  and  personal  estate 
therefore  passed  by  the  subsequent  testamentary 
instruments,  or  some  or  one  of  them,  made  and 
executed  by  the  testator  David  Mill;  and  the 
Respondent  submitted  that  it  ought  so  to  be  de- 
clared by  the  decree  of  the  Court,  and  charging 
that  probate  of  the  will  and  codicils  of  the  testator 
had  been  granted  to  John  Mill  and  to  the  Re- 
spondent by  the  Prerogative  Court  of  the  Arch- 
bishop of  Canterbury,  and  that  they  were  then 
become  the  legal  personal  representatives  of  the 
testator ;  and  praying  that  the  devise  of  the  yearly 
rent-charge  of  300/.  charged  by  the  testator's  will, 
on  his  estate  or  plantation  in  the  island  of  Cariacou, 
for  the  purpose  of  ameUorating  the  condition  of  the 
slaves  which  should  from  time  to  time  be  on  the 
estate ;  and  also  the  devise  and  bequest  of  the  re- 
mainder and  residue  of  the  real  and  personal  estate, 
after  payment  of  the  testator's  debts,  annuities, 
legacies,  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses,  for 
the  purposes  in  the  indenture  of  the  5th  day  of 
December,  1791)  mentioned  and  referred  to  in 
and  by  the  testator's  will,  might  be  declared  void 
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by  the  decree  of  the  Court,  and  that  the  Re-  ISSI. 
spondent  might  be  declared  to  be  entitled  to  the 
annuity  of  400/.,  and  to  the  sum  of  4000/.  to  be 
at  his  disposal  at  his  death,  secured  by  the  bond  of 
the  testator,  bearing  date  the  26th  day  of  Decern* 
ber,  1800,  in  the  bill  mentioned;  and  that  the 
Respondent  might  also  be  declared  to  be  entitled, 
together  with  John  Mill,  to  the  remainder  and 
residue  of  the  testator's  real  and  personal  estate, 
after  payment  of  his  debts,  annuities,  legacies, 
funeral  and  testamentary  expenses  in  equal 
moieties. 

>  John  Mill,  Patrick  Bartlett,  and  His  Majesty's 
then  Attorney-General,  being  served  with  process, 
appeared  to  the  bill,  and  respectively  put  in  their 
answers  thereto.  And  His  Majesty's  Attorney- 
General  by  his  answer  insisted  on  behalf  of  the- 
charities,  on  all  such  right,  title,  and  interest  in 
the  premises  in  the  bill  mentioned,  as  the  charities 
should  appear  to  have  therein ;  and  he  thereby 
submitted  the  same  to  the  judgment,  order,  and 
direction  of  the  Court;  and  he  prayed  that  the 
Court  would  take  care  of  the  rights  and  interests 
of  the  charities  in  the  premises. 

The  cause  was  heard  before  Sir  William  Grant 
on  the  5th  of  May,  1808 ;  when  it  was  ordered 
and  decreed  that  it  should  be  referred  to  Mr.  Ord, 
then  one  of  the  Masters  of  the  Court,  to  take  an. 
account  of  the  personal  estate  of  David  Mill,  the 
testator,  (not  specifically  bequeathed)  come  to  the- 
hands  of  John  Mill,  one  of  the  executors  of  the 
testator,  and  to  the  hands  of  the  Respondent,  the 
other  of  his  executors,  with  the  usual  directions. 

The  Master  made  his  report  in*  the  cause  on  the 
llth  of  February,  1809,  which  was  afterwards 
confirmed. 
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ia»u  The  oiuse  was  beards  on  fikrther  direotionft  and: 

co9ts,  oii>  the  13th  of  Jtiiie»  1809);  when,  among 
other  tbingBi  it  was  oitlered^  that  the  Respon* 
dent  and  John  MiU  should  transfer  lihe  sum  of 
39»S36f.  11^.  9d.  3  per  cent,  consolidatedf  bank  an* 
nuities,  and'  the  sum  of  18,634/.  Ss.  8d.  bank  4  pep 
cent,  annuitiesi  kc.  And  that  the  Master  should 
trice  an  account  of  wha6  was  due  to  the  several 
annuitants,  &c*  And  it  was  flirthdr  ordered;  that' 
the  Master  should  divide  the  clear  residue  of  the 
said  39,2^6/.  11^.  9c?.  bank  S'per  cent,  annuitieap 
and  18,634/.  3^.  8d.  bank  4  per  cent,  annuities^ 
aftear  such  sale,  and  carrying  over,  as  was  therein- 
before directed ;  and  also  what  should  remain  of 
file  Several  sums  of  cash  to  be  paid  in^  into  two. 
equal  moieties.  And  it  was  ordered,  titist  what 
the  Master  should  certify  to  be  the  amount  of  one 
of  such  moieties,  should  be  paid  and  transferred 
to  the  Respondent.  And  that  what  the  said 
Master  should  find  to  be  the  amount  of  the  other 
of  aich  moieties,  should  be  paid  and  transferred^ 
to  the  Defendant  John  Mill. 

The  Master,  in  pursuance  of  the   decree*  on 
further  directions,  taxed  the  costs,  &c. 

This  report  of  the  Master  was  confirmed,  and 
thereupon  the  amount  of  what  was  found  by  the 
report  to  be  due  and  owing  for  the  arrears  of  the* 
annuities,  and  in  respect  of  the  debts,  legacies, 
and  interest  was  raised,  in  manner  .directed  by 
the  decree,  and  paid  to  the  several  parties  en* 
titled  thereto;  and  the  sum  of  11, 000/.  4  per 
cent  bank  annuities,  part  of  the  sum  of  18,634/. 
3^.  8d.  4i  per  cent,  bank  annuities  was  carried 
over  by  the  accountant  general  to  the  account 
called  "  The  Annuitants'  Account  ;*'  and  one 
moiety  of  the  clear  residue  of  the  sums  of  39,226/.-' 
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lis.  9d.  bank  dper  cent  anauities,  as^%Sf63^L       1881. 
3^,   8d.  bank  4  per  cent,  annuities,   after  suph     ^^'^ 
sale  and  carrying  over,  as  by  the  decree  directed  i     o^ioh^ 
and  also  one  moiety  of  what  remained  of  th^       m^f,. 
several  sums  of  casb,^  by  tbe  decree  directed  to< 
be  paid  iJ?to  Court,  was  paid  and  transferred  to 
and  received  by  the  Defendant  John  Mill.     AjQd 
the  other  moiety  thereof^  respectively,  was  paid 
and  tnapsferred  to  and  received  by  th^  Respond* 
ent,  and  the  costs  of  the  ^ttomey-Geqeral,  and 
of  the  several  otlier  parties  to  the  suit,  were  paid 
to,  and  received,  by  their  respective  solicitors'  and 
clerks  in  Court. 

The  Respondent,  from  the  time  of  these  pro- 
ceedings, remained  in  the  possession  and  receipt 
of  one  moiety  of  the  residue  off  the  testator's  realf 
and  personal  estates,,  and.  John  Mill  of  the,  qtk^f: 
mpiety  thereof. 

On  the  12th  of  June,.  1823,  an  information  wa^. 
filed  in  the  Court  of  Chancery  by  the  Attorney- 
General,  at  the  relation,  of  the  Appellants,  against 
the  Respondent,  and  also  against  George  Mill 
Nicholson,  (out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court,) 
stating  (among  other  things)  the  will  and  codicils, 
of  David.  Mill,  and  referring  to  the  former  suit, 
but  not.  stating  that  the  Attorney-General  was  a, 
party  thereto ;  and  praying  that  it.  might  be  de-> 
olared  that,  under  the  direction  to  lay  out  the 
residue  of  the  personal  estate  of  the  testator  in  the 
purchase  of  landp,  or  rents  of  inheritance,  for  the 
charitable  purposes  to  be  executed  in  Scotland,  as 
expressed  in  the  deed  before  mentioned^  the  trus* 
tees  for  tlie  time  being  were  authorised  or  em- 
powered, or  had  the  option  to  purch^e  lands  or^ 
rents  of  inheritance  in  fee  simple  in  Scotlandi  for 
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1831.  such  purposes.  And  that  it  might  be  decreed, 
that  the  residue  of  the  personal  estate  of  the  test- 
ator should  accordingly  be  laid  out  in  the  purchase 
of  lands,  or  rents  of  inheritance  in  fee  simple,  for 
the  said  charitable  purposes.  And  that  the  Re- 
spondent might  be  decreed  to  pay  over  to  George 
Mill  Nicholson,  the  heir  at  law  of  the  testator,  as 
trustee  under  the  deed,  or  to  such  other  person  or 
persons  as  the  Court  should  appoint  to  act  as  such 
trustee,  the  moiety  of  the  residue  of  the  personal 
estate  of  the  testator,  received  by  him,  with  in- 
terest on  such  moiety  since  the  same  was  so  re- 
ceived, in  order  that  the  same  might  be  laid  out 
in  the  purchase  of  lands,  or  rents  of  inheritance,  in 
fee  simple,  in  Scotland,  according  to  the  trusts 
declared  in  the  will  and  deed ;  and,  if  necessary, 
that  an  account  might  be  taken  of  all  such  parts  of 
the  residue  of  the  personal  estate  of  the  testator, 
as  had  been  received  by  the  Respondent 

The  Respondent  appeared  and  put  in  a  general 
demurrer  to  the  ir\formation. 

On  the  29th  day  of  April,  1824,  the  demurrer 
came  on  to  be  argued  before  the  Vice  Chancellor, 
when  the  Respondent  insisted  on  the  decree  on 
further  directions  in  the  former  cause,  as  a  bar  to 
the  information,  whereupon  his  Honor,  the  Vice 
Chancellor,  inasmuch  as  it  was  not  stated  in  the 
information  that  the  Attorney-General  was  a  party 
to  the  former  suit,  thought  he  could  not  allow  the 
demurrer,  but  stated  that  he  would  allow  the  de- 
murrer to  stand  over,  or  be  withdrawn,  in  order 
that  the  Respondent  might  plead  the  decree  on 
further  directions  in  the  former  cause,  in  bar  of 
the  information. 

The  Respondent  accordingly  put  in  his  plea  to 
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the  information  on  the  10th  of  June,  1824,  stating  18S1. 
that  theretofore,  and  long  before  the  informant 
filed  his  information,  to  wit,  in  Hilary  term  1806, 
he,  the  Respondent,  exhibited  his  bill  of  complaint 
in  the  Court  of  Chancery  against  John  Mill,  Patrick 
Bartlett,  and  His  Majesty's  Attorney-General,  as 
defendants  thereto,  stating  and  setting  forth  as  or 
to  the  purport  and  effect  hereinbefore  stated  and 
set  forth,  and  that  John  Mill,  Patrick  Bartlett, 
and  His  Majesty's  Attorney-General,  being  duly 
served  with  the  process  of  the  Court,  appeared  to 
the  bill,  and  respectively  put  in  their  answers 
thereto;  and  that  the  answer  of  His  Majest3r's 
Attorney-General  was  to  the  purport  or  effect 
hereinbefore  stated ;  and  also  stating  the  original 
decree,  and  the  Master's  report  of  the  11th  day  of 
February,  1809,  and  the  decree  on  further  di- 
rections  of  the  I3th  of  June,  1809  j  and  the 
Master's  report  of  the  15th  of  August,  1809 ;  and 
that  the  last-mentioned  report  of  the  Master  was 
absolutely  confirmed;  and  also  stating  the  several 
proceedings  had  on  the  decree  of  the  13th  day  of 
June,  1809»  and  the  report  lastly  stated;  and  that 
the  decrees  and  other  proceedings  were  still  in 
force,  and  had  not  been  impeached  or  set  aside  by 
the  Court  of  Chancery,  nor  had  His  Majesty's 
Attorney-General,  to  the  knowledge  or  belief  of 
the  Respondent,  complained  to  the  Court  of  the 
decrees  and  other  proceedings,  nor  had  he  ap- 
pealed  therefrom ;  and  the  Respondent  averred 
that  the  rights  and  claims  of  the  Respondent  to 
the  estates  of  the  testator,  which  were  controverted 
by  the  information,  and  ascertained  and  established 
by  the  decrees,  and  the  claims  set  up  by  His  Ma* 
jesty's  Attorney-General,  in  the  information  to. the 
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1831.      estates  of  the  testator,  and  disallowed  by  the  de- 
crees, were  the  same,  and  not  other  or  different. 

IthQ  Appellants,  in  the  month  of'  June,  1824, 
presented  their  petition  to  the  Lord  Chancellor, 
prayii^  that  the  first-inentioned  canse  might  be  rcf- 
heard  on  further  directions,  'and  that  the  decr^ 
on  further  directions  of  the  Idth  day  of  June, 
1809,  might  be  reversed  or  altered,  so  far  as  the 
same  directs  one  moiety  of  the  residue  of  the  per- 
sonal estate  of  the  testator  to  be  paid  and  trana- 
ferred  to  the  plaintiff  in  the  cause,  and  the  other 
moiety  to  the  Defendant  John  Mill ;  and  instead 
thereof,  that  it  might  be  declared  that  under  the 
direction  to  lay  out  the  residue  of  the  personal 
estate  of  the  testator  in  the  purchase  of  lands  or 
rents  of  inh^itance  in  fee-simple,  for  the  charitable 
purposes  to  be  executed  in  Scotland,  as  expressed 
in  the  deed  of  the  5th  day  of  December,  1791  f  the 
trustees  for  the  time  being  were  authorized  or  em- 
fxywered  to  have  the  option  to  purchase  lands  or 
rents  of  inheritance  in  fee-simple  in  Scotland  for 
the  said  purposes,  and  that  it  might  be  decreed 
'  that  the  residue  of  the  personal  estate  of  the 
testator  should  accordingly  be  laid  out  in  t^e 
purchase  of  lands  or  rents  of  inheritance  in  fee- 
simple  in  Scotland  for  the  said  charitable  pur- 
poses; and  that  the  same  might  be  paid  over 
accordingly  to  the  trustee  under  the  deed,  or  to 
such  other  person  or  persons  as  the  Court  should 
appoint  to  act  as  such  trustee  or  trustees,  and  that 
all  necessary  directions  might  be  given  for  the 
establishment  of  the  charity;  or  that  the  decree 
of  the  Idth  day  of  June,  1809,  might  be  reversed 
or  altered  in  such  respect  as  his  Lordship  should 
think  proper^ 
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On  the  14th  of  May,  18^,  the  ipetftion  of  re-  Q'SSi. 
•hearing,  and  the  information  and  plea,  came  on  4x)  ^^^J 
be  'heard  together  before  the  Lor'd  Chancellor, 
when  the  plea  was  held  to  be  good  and  sufficient, 
and)by  an  order  dated  the  l6th  of  May,  1327,  it 
was  ordered  that  the  same  should  ^nd  and  be 
allowed;  aiKl  on  the  petition  of  rehearing  his 
Lovdsfaip  also,  by  an  order  dated  the  l6th  day  of 
May,  1S@7,  ordered,  that  the  decree  of  the  Idth 
iday  of  June,  1809)  should  be  affirmed* 

The  appeal  was  against  diese  orders. 

For  the  Appellants, 

It  is  the  established  doctrine  of  the  Court  of 
Chancery  to  give  effect  to  a  ^bequest  to  lay  out 
money  in  the  purchase  of  land  in  Scotland  for  a 
x^harhable  purpose  to  be  executed  in  that  country, 
where  such  bequest  occurs  in  an  English  will. 

hi  all  questions  on  the  construction  of  the  statute 
>0f  mortmain,  where  two  modes  occur,  by  either  of 
which  the  will  may  be  complied  with,  by  one  of 
which  modes  the  gift  would  be  d^ated  by  the 
operation  of  the  statute,  while  by  the  •other  mode 
the  statute  would  not  apply,  the  Court  has  looked 
merely  to  that  mode  by  which  the  charitable  pur- 
pose «can  be  effected;  and  this  principle  is  appli- 
icable,  not  merely  to  cases  where  the  trustees  have 
hy  the  words  of  the  will  an  express  authority  to 
4idopt  either  mode,  but  where  (as  in  this  ouse), 
irom  circumstances  appearing  on  the  face  of  the 
will,  that  <^tion  can  be  reasonably  implied. 

It  is  a  forced  construction  of*  the  will  of  a  Scotch- 
.man  (even  if  he  were  domiciled  in  England), 
where  he  bequeaths  money  to  Scotch  trustees  to 
be  laid  out  in  the  purchase  of  land,  o£  which  the 
rents  are  to  be  paid  to  perscms  in  Scotland,  to  hold 
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18SI.  that  the  trustees  have  no  authority  or  option  to 
purchase  land  in  Scotland,  even  if  the  persons 
entitled  to  the  rents  should  require  it.  For  in  the 
case  of  such  a  bequest,  if  the  trustees,  without  the 
direction  of  any  Court,  should,  from  motives  of 
convenience  to  themselves  and  the  parties  bene- 
ficially interested,  have  laid  out  the  money  on  land 
in  Scotland,  it  is  difficult  to  conceive  on  what  prin- 
ciple such  a  purchase  could  be  held  a  breach  of 
trust,  and  still  more  difficult  to  conceive  by  what 
rule  of  equity  they  could  be  compelled  to  rescind 
such  a  purchase  in  order  wholly  to  defeat  the 
object  of  the  trust. 

For  the  Respondent, 

By  the  codicils,  or  testamentary  dispositions  of 
the  testator,  subsequent  to  his  will,  or  some  or  one 
of  them,  the  devise  and  bequest  of  the  residue  of 
the  testator's  real  and  personal  estates  is  revoked, 
and  is  thereby  given  in  moieties  to  John  Mill  and 
the  Respondent. 

The  residue  of  the  testator's  real  and  persondL 
estates,  not  specifically  devised  or  bequeathed  by 
his  will  and  codicils,  is  not  applicable  to  the  cha- 
ritable purposes  mentioned  in  the  indenture  of  the 
6th  day  of  December,  1791)  and  the  devise  and 
bequest  of  such  residue  was  altogether  void,  and 
therefore  the  residue  of  the  testator's  real  and 
personal  estates  passed  by  his  subsequent  testa- 
mentary dispositions,  or  some  one  of  them,  and  the 
Respondent  and  John  Mill  became  entitled  to  the 
residue,  after  payment  and  satisfaction  of  the  tes- 
tator's debts,  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses, 
and  legacies,  in  equal  moieties. 

The  rights  and  claims  of  the  Respondent,  in  and 
to  a  moiety  of  the  residue  of  the  real  and  personal 
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For  the  Appellants,  Sir  Edward  Stugden  and 
Jf r.  Stuart. 

For  the  Respondents,  The  SoUcitar-General  and 
Mr.  Lynch. 


Lord  LjfndJmrst.-^TiYm  case  arises  out  of  the 
will  of  a  person  of  the  name  of  David  Mill,  David 
Mill  was  a  Scotchman  by  birth :  he  went  early  in 
life  to  Cariaoou  in  the  West  Indies,  and  there  ac- 
quired a  considerable  property*  He  afterwards 
returned  to  Europe,  and  went  to  his  original  place 
of  residence,  which  was  Montrose;  staid  there 
three  or  four  years,  and  afterwards  came  to  Eng- 
land ;  where  he  remained,  I  think  five  or  six  years, 
tiU  his  death.    He  died  at  Bath« 

After  his  arrival  in  England,  he  made  his  will, 
being  at  that  time  possessed  of  no  real  property, 
either  in  England  or  Scotland.  After  disposing  of 
his  West  India  estate,  and  leaving  several  legacies, 
he  bequeathed  the  residue  of  his  real  and  personal 
estate  to  trustees,  one  of  whom  resided  in  England, 
one  in  the  West  Indies,  and  the  two  otiiers  in 
Scotland,  with  directions  to  lay  out  *<  such  part  of 
^«  his  said  estate  as  should  not  th^a  consist  of  real 
<*  estate,  in  the  purchase  or  purchases  of  lands  or 
«<  rents  of  inheritance  in  fee-simple;  which  pur« 

VOL.  V.  T  T 


estates  of  the  testator,  ascertained  and  established  ^^3^* 
by  the  decrees  and  other  proceedings  in  the  first- 
mentioned  suit,  and  controverted  by  the  inform- 
ation, and  the  claims  set  up  to  the  residue  by  the 
Attorney-General  in  the  first^mentioned  suit ;  and 
the  claim  set  up  to  the  residue  by  the  Attorney- 
General  in  the  information  are  the  same;  and 
therefore  the  plea  was  properly  allowed. 
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ISSI.  <<  chase  or  purchases  should  be  made  in  their 
'<  names  "  (that  is,  the  names  of  the  trustees),  ''  or 
<*  in  the  names  or  name  of  the  survivors  or  sur- 
<'  vivor  of  them :"  then  there  is  a  clause  in  the 
will  which  provides  for  the  trust  by  the  appoint* 
ment  of  new  trustees.  The  trustees  are  directed, 
after  they  have  laid  out  the  money  in  the  purchase 
of  real  estate,  to  pay  over  and  apply  the  rents  in 
the  manner  stated  in  a  separate  instrument ;  that  is, 
to  other  trustees,  for  certain  specific  charitable 
purposes,  in  favour  of  certain  individuals  at  or  in 
the  neighbourhood  of  Montrose. 

The  question  under  this  will  is,  whether  the 
disposition  is  legal  or  otherwise  ?  and  that  depends 
on  this  consideration, — whether  there  is  an  option 
given  in  this  will  to  the  trustees  to  purchase  real 
property  in  Scotland?  Had  it  appeared  in  dis- 
tinct terms,  or  by  clear  implication  upon  the  face 
of  the  will,  that  the  trustees  were  to  lay  out  the 
money  in  purchase  of  real  estate  in  England  or 
Scotland,  as  they  might  think  fit,  there  would  have 
been  no  objection  to  the  bequest  After  paying 
every  attention  to  the  argument,  I  must  confess, 
upon  the  best  consideration  I  have  been  able  to 
give  to  the  will,  I  can  see  nothing  to  lead  me 
satisfactorily  to  the  conclusion  that  the  testator 
contemplated  the  laying  out  of  this  money  in  the 
purchase  of  real  property  in  Scotland.  Unless 
there  is  something  leading  safely  to  the  conclusion 
that  he  intended  to  give  them  authority  to  lay  out 
this  money  in  the  purchase  of  real  property  in 
Scotland,  it  would  come  within  the  ordinary  case 
of  a  direction  by  a  testator  to  his  trustees  or  exe- 
cutors to  lay  out  money  in  the  purchase  of  real 
property  generally,  to  be  applied  to  charitable 


See  Mackintosh  v.  Totvniend^  16  Yes.  SdO.  Attornty^Ge* 
nerdt  v.  Lord  Weymouihy  Amb.  20.  Attorney-General  ▼•  2>. 
j9iW,  19  Yes.  S09.  Attomey^General  v.  Davies^  9  Yes.  541, 
54f2.  Attorney^General  v.  Parsons^  6  Yes.  191*  Attomey-*Ge» 
neral  v.  TyndaUy  Amb.  216.  S.C.»  Eden's  Rep.  d07.  Johnston 
▼.  Sioanni  8  Madr  Rep*  457.  Attomey^General  v.  Williams^ 
4  B.  C.  C.  526.,  2  Cos.  887.  Grimmett  v.  Grimrnett^  Amb.  210. 
Grim^  ▼.  Cafe,  4B.C.C.67.f  2  Cox.  801.,  1  Yes.JuD.  548. 
AttomeyGenend  ▼.  Hartley^  4  B«  C.  C.  412. 
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purposes ;  which,  whether  the  charitable  objects  be       K^dl. 
in  England  or  Scotland,  would  be  a  void  bequest.       Awomwr- 

The  case  came  originally  before  Sir  William  «w«»ai. 
Grant,  in  1809-  On  consulting  the  papers,  I  mm. 
doubt  whether  this  particular  point  was  presented 
to  the  consideration  of  that  learned  Judge,  though 
it  appears  that  the  Attorney-General  was  a  party 
to  the  suit  There  is  nothing  to  satisfy  me  that 
the  point  was  raised  at  that  time. 

Upon  the  whole,  then,  I  should  advise  your 
Lordships  that  there  is  not  sufficient  to  lead  safely 
to  the  conclusion  that  he  had  Scotland  in  contem- 
plation in  the  purchase  of  estates,  though  the  rents 
of  the  estates,  when  purchased,  to  be  appliedt 
through  the  medium  of  othep  trustees,  to  certain 
charitable  purposes  in  that  country.  Under  these 
circumstances,  I  should  recommend  to  your  Lord- 
ships to  affirm  the  judgment. 

Judgment  affirmed,  without  costs. 
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1831. 


ENGLAND. 

(court  of  chancery.) 

Cornelius  Duffy      -     -     .     -    Appellantp 

Robert  Orr,  Patrick  Thomas  1  ^^        . 
Duffy,  and  Peter  Rorke  -    -  J  ^^^V^^"^^^^^^  9 

AND 

Cornelius  Duffy Appellant^ 

Robert  Obr,  Patrick  Thomas  1 
Duffy,  John  Duffy,  Richard  >  Respondents^ 
Sause,  and  Edward  Jones      -  J 

D.y  a  partner  in  a  mercantile  fimiy  haWng  applied  to  O.,  who 
was  already  a  creditor,  for  farther  advances  of  money  for 
the  use  of  the  firm,  wfaidi  O.  having  refused  to  do  without 
secttrityy  mortgages  were  Miecuted  to  him  of  two  of  the 
concerns  of  the  firm  to  secure  I5,000L,  and  of  an  estate^  the 
several  property  of  D.,  for  lO^OOOL  This  estate  was  alreadjr 
under  mortgage,  but  the  equity  of  redemption  was  conveyed 
by  D.  to  O.  to  secure  the  advances  and  liabilities  of  O*  on 
account  of  the  firm  to  the  amount  of  lOfiM.  After  the 
execution  of  these  deeds  O.  made  advances  on  account  of 
the  firm  to  die  extent  of  SO,O00L  The  deeds  were  executed 
in  1814.  After  this  time  varioua  accounts  were  settled 
between  O.  and  the  firm,  in  which  a  balance  was  found  due 
from  them  to  O.  amounting  to  78301.  beyond  the  2500L 
secured  by  the  three  mortgages.  In  1816  the  firm  became 
insolvent,  and  in  1817  a  docket  was  struck  against  them; 
but  the  creditors  being  desirous  of  preventing  a  bankruptcy, 
entered  into  an  agreement  for  a  composition,  which  was 
carried  into  execution  by  a  deed  dated  in  September,  1817f 
by  which  the  creditors  bound  themselves  to  accept  7^«  in  the 
pound  upon  their  respective  debts,  for  which  J.,  one  of  the 
partners,  alone  became  liable*  D.  retiring  from  the  firm,  and 


Previously  to  the  Ist  day  of  May,  I8I2,  a 
co-partnership  for  the  manufacturing,  bleaching, 
printing,  and  selling  printed  calicoes  and  muslins, 
subsisted  between  John  Dufl^  of  Dublin,  his  sons 
Patrick  Thomas  Pu%,  the  Appellant,  and  John 
Du£^,  Edwarde  Byrne,  and  Hugh  Hamill,  under 
the  style  and  firm  of  Dufiys,  Byrne,  and  Hamill. 

The  manuf^ctoiy  was  carried  on  at  Ball's 
Bridge ;  and  the  house  and  warehouse  where  the 
sales  of  the  business  were  carried  on  were  situated 
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being  rdeaaed  from  the  debts  of  the  firm.  On  the  6th  of  18S1. 
November,  1817,  the  equity  of  redemption  of  the  premises 
belonging  to  the  firm,  which  O.  held  under  two  deeds  of 
mortgage,  were  conveyed  to  him  in  discharge  of  the  sums 
of  10,00tf.  and  50002.  respectively,  the  sums  secured  upon 
them.  On  the  same  day  another  deed  was  executed  between 
D.  and  O.,  by  which  O.,  upon  certain  conditions,  bound 
himself  to  take  80002.  instead  of  10,0007.,  the  sum  secured 
upon  the  estate  oi  D.,  and  to  permit  him  to  redeem  on 
payment  of  that  sum. 

The  deed  of  composition  was  signed  by  O.,  the  first  of  the 
creditors,  and  to  his  signature  he  added  the  words  **  without 
**  prejudice  to  the  securities  which  I  hold."  The  other  cre- 
ditors parties  to  the  deed  wrote  their  signatures  under  that 
of  O.  Upon  a  bill  filed  by  O.  to  raise  the  debt  of  80002.  by 
sale  of  Uie  mortgaged  premises,  and  a  cross  bill  by  D. 
stating  that  the  partnership  premises  were  given  up  to  O.  at 
a  rate  far  below  their  value,  insisting  that  the  composition 
was  taken  by  O.  for  his  whole  debt;  that  an  account  ought 
to  be  taken  of  the  value  of  all  the  partnership  property 
originally  held  by  O.  in  security  for  his  debt ;  and  that  his 
separate  estate  should  not  be  applied  to  the  payment  of  the 

.  debts  of  the  firm  until  after  the  partnership  securities  and 
funds  b$d  been  exhausted :  Held,  that  the  signature  of  the 
composition  deed  by  O.  was  not,  under  the  circumstances,  a 
waiver  of  the  security,  and  that  the  equity  of  D.  (if  any)  to 
an  account  and  application  of  the  partnership  securities  was 
lost  by  acquiescence,  and  precluded  by  want  of  interest. 
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1831.  in  and  near  Bridge  Street  and  Usher's  Quay, 
called  the  Bridge  Street  concern,  which  was  the 
separate  property  of  the  Appellant,  and  for  which 
the  Appellant  was  allowed  by  the  co-partnership  a 
rent  of  4f55L  per  annum. 

The  Ball's  Bridge  concern  was  held  under 
several  leases,  in  which  the  different  parts  of  the 
same  concern  were  comprised,  some  of  which 
leases  were  for  lives,  and  others  of  them  for  terms 
of  years,  which  had  been  granted  or  become  vested 
in  John  Duffy,  senior,  who  was  thereby  seised  and 
possessed  of  the  legal  interest  in  the  concern,  but 
held  the  same  as  a  trustee  for  the  co-partnership. 

The  co-partnership  of  Duffys,  Byrne,  and 
Hamill,  expired  on  the  1st  of  May,  1812 ;  and 
Patrick  Byrne  and  Hugh  HamiU,  who  had  respec- 
tively drawn  money  out  of  the  funds  of  the  co- 
partnership to  a  considarable  amount,  not  wishing 
to  continue  in  the  trade,  it  was  proposed  that  the 
same  should  be  continued  by  the  other  partners, 
and  that  they  should,  for  that  purpose,  form  a  new 
co-partnership,  to  consist  of  John.Dufl^,  senior, 
Patrick  Thomas  Dufl^,  John  Tiuffy,  junior,  and 
the  Appellant,  and  that  they  should  trade  in  the 
name,  style,  and  firm  of  John  Dufl^  and  Sons. 

Preparatory  to  the  determination  of  the  old 
partnership,  and  the  formation  of  the  new  firm,  a 
deed  of  arrangement  was  entered  into  by  all  the 
persons  who  were  partners  in  both  the  firms, 
bearing  date  the  SOth  day  of  April,  1812,  by  which 
it  was  (among  other  things)  agreed  that  the  new 
firm  should  receive  the  debts,  and  all  other  the 
^tock  and  property,  and  pay  the  engagements  of 
the  old  house;  Uiat  Messrs.  Byrne  and  Hamill 
should  determine  within  seven  days,  whether  they 
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would  accept  an  offer  made  that  the  new  firm  i83i. 
should  purchase  the  Ball's  Bridge  concern,  witli 
the  machinery  and  implements  therein,  exclusive 
of  goods,  either  ready  for  ^sale  or  in  progress  of 
manufacture,  and  of  the  raw  materials  belongipg 
to  the  old  house,  at  the  price  of  30,000/.,  to.be 
credited  to  the  old  company,  or  would  elect  to 
have  a  valuation  made  thereof}  but,  if  such 
election  should  not  be  made  by  the  outgoing 
partners  within  seven  days,  then  that  the  sum  of 
30,000/.  should  be  considered  as  accepted. 

Notice  of  the  determination  of.  the  firm  was 
given  in  the  Dublin  Gazette }  but  Patrick  Thomas 
Du£^,  who  also  bad  drawn  large  sums  of  money 
out  of  the  funds  of  the  old  house,  having  declined 
to  become  a  partner,  the  new  firm  was  formed 
without  him,  and  consisted  only  of  John  Dufl^, 
senior,  the  Appellant,  and  John  Dufiy,  junior,  who 
continued  to  carry  on  the  same  trade  as  had  been 
carried  on  by  the  old  firm,  using  the  name,  style, 
and  firm  of  John  Duffy  and  Sons. 

The  firm  of  John  Du%  and  Sons  paid  and 
applied  in  discharge  of  the  debts  and  engagements 
of  the  firm  of  Dufiys,  Byrne,  and  Hamill,  the  aum 
of  34,000/.,  over  and  above  what  was  received  by 
them  in  respect  of  the  property  and  debts  of  the 
firm  of  Duff's,  Byrne,  and  Hamill. 

None  of  the  outgoing  partners  elected  or  re- 
quired to  have  a  valuation  made  of  the.  Ball's 
Bridge  concern;  whereby  it  was  now  contended 
that  the  partners  in  the  new  firm  of  John  Duffy 
and  Sons  became  the  purchasers  thereof  at  the 
sum  of  30,000/.,  and  bound  by  the  agreement  to 
give  credit  for  that  sum  as  the  price  of  the  concern 
to  the  old  company  of  Duffys,  Byrne,  and  Hamill, 
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1851.      on  a  general  settlement  of  accounts  between  the 
two  houses. 

Upon  such  general  settlement  Patrick  Thomas 
Duffyf  Edward  Byrne,  and  Hugh  Hamill,  would 
have  been  respectively  chargeable  with  the  sums 
drawn  by  them  out  of  the  funds  of  the  whole  firm. 
But  no  general  settlement  ever  took  place. 

The  property  given  over  to  the  new  firm  by  the 
old  house  became,  from  various  causes,  depreciated 
in  value ;  and  did  not  ultimately  produce  sufficient 
for  the  payment  of  the  debts  and  engagements  of 
the  old  house. 

A  commercial  firm  or  partnership,  consisting  of 
John  Du£^,  senior,  Cornelius  Duff|r,  the  Appellant; 
and  John  Dufl^,  junior,  was  formed  in  the  year 
1812,  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  on  the  business 
of  calico  printers,  at  Ball's  Bridge,  near  the  city  of 
Dublin,  and  at  Bridge  Street,  in  that  dty. 

Soon  after  the  formation  of  the  new  firm  they 
became  greatly  embarrassed,  and  the  Respondent, 
Robert  Orr,  being  connected  by  marriage  with 
the  members  of  the  firm,  was  applied  to,  in  the 
years  1812,  1813,  and  1814,  by  the  partners  in  the 
firm,  and  particularly  by  the  Appellant;  who  ex* 
clusively  managed  the  money  concerns  of  the  firm, 
for  pecuniaiy  assistance. 

The  Respondent,  Robert  Orr,  in  compliance 
with  such  solicitation,  assisted  the  firm  with  ad- 
vances of  money  and  credits  up  to  the  year  1814% 
to  the  amount  of  30,0002. 

About  the  middle  of  the  year  1814,  and  between 
that  period  and  the  month  of  November  in  the 
same  year,  the  embarrassments  of  the  firm  greatly 
increased :  and  the  Respondent,  Robert  Orr,  hav- 
ing declined  to  advance  them  further  sums,  which 
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they  then  solicited^  without  security ;  it  was  pro*  1891. 
posed  by  the  Appellant,  Cornelius  Duffy^  that  the 
Respondent,  Robert  Orr,  should  accept,  as  security 
for  the  existing  debt  and  liabilities,  and  for  the 
further  advances  which  he  was  solicited  by  the 
Appellant  to  make,  a  mortgage  of  a  part  of  the 
property  of  the  firm,  called  the  Ball's  Bridge  con- 
cemsy  for  the  sum  of  10,000/.;  a  mortgage  of 
another  property,  called  the  Bridge  Street  concern, 
for  a  sum  of  5000/. ;  and  a  mortgage  of  an  estate 
in  the  county  of  Galway,  belonging  to  the  Ap- 
pellant; for  the  sum  of  10,000/.  The  Respondent, 
Robert  Orr,  agreed  to  comply  with  those  proposals, 
and,  accordingly,  by  three  indentures,  two  bearing 
date  the  2d  of  August,  1814,  and  the  third,  bearing 
date  the  S8th  of  September,  1814,  the  Ball's  Bridge 
concerns,  and  the  Bridge  Street  concerns,  or  cer- 
tain interests  therein,  were  mortgaged  to  the  Re- 
spondent, Robert  Orr. 

At  the  period  of  the  agreement,  the  Galway 
estate  was  in  mortgage  to  Lawrence  Ward,  for 
securing  the  payment  of  three  promissory  notes 
of  3333/.  6j.  Sd.  each,  amounting  in  the  whole  to 
the  sum  of  10,000/.,  being  the  proper  debt  of 
Cornelius  DuiB^,  the  Appellant,  of  which  notes, 
one  had  been  paid  at  the  date  of  the  mortgage 
deed.  In  pursuance  of  the  agreement  by  inden- 
ture, bearing  date  the  5th  of  November,  1814, 
made  between  Cornelius  Duffy  and  Robert  Orr, 
reciting  among  other  things,  that  Orr  had  made 
advances  and  incurred  liabilities  on  account  of  the 
firm;  the  sums  due  in  respect  of  which  then 
amounted,  or  in  a  short  time  might  amount,  to  the 
sum  of  10,000/.  over  and  beside  other  advances 
and  liabilities  on  account  of  the  firm,  to  the  amount 
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1831.  respectively  of  5000/.,  and  15,000/.  Cornelius 
Duffy  conveyed  to  Robert  Orr  the  equity  of  re- 
demption in  the  Galway  estate,  redeemable  upon 
payment  of  the  sums  which  then  were,  or  there- 
after should  become,  due  to  Robert  Orr  from  the 
firm,  within  six  months  after  demand,  at  any  time 
after  the  2d  of  February,  1816,  with  interest  at 
6  per  cent  per  annum,  and  upon  indemnifying 
Orr  against  his  engagements  and  liabilities  in  re- 
spect of  the  firm.  The  mortgage  deed  contained 
a  direction  from  Cornelius  Duffy  to  Lawrence 
Ward  and  his  trustee,  William  Henry,  as  soon  as 
the  remainder  of  the  mortgage  money  secured  to 
Ward  had  been  discharged,  to  assign  the  interest 
of  Ward  in  the  mortgaged  estate  to  the  Respond- 
ent, Robert  Orr,  and  to  convey  the  legal  estate  to 
John  Orr,  as  a  trustee  for  Robert  Orr. 

As  a  further  security,  the  Appellant  executed 
to  the  Respondent,  Robert  Orr,  a  bond  and  war- 
rant of  attorney  for  confessing  judgment  there- 
upon, in  the  penal  sum  of  20,000/L,  conditioned  for 
the  payment  of  lOfiOOL  with  lawful  interest  there- 
on,  on  the  2d  of  February,  1816,  the  bond  and 
warrant  bearing  equal  date  with  the  mortgage  of 
the  Galway  estate  of  the  5th  of  November,  1814. 

After  the  date  of  the  mortgage,  the  Respondent, 
Robert  Orr,  at  the  request  of  Cornelius  Dufl^^,  the 
Appellant,  advanced  further  sums  to  the  amount 
of  20,000/.  and  upwards,  on  account  of  the  firm  ; 
but  notwithstanding  such  advances,  the  firm,  in 
the  beginning  of  the  year  1816,  became  so  em- 
barrassed that  they  were  under  the  necessity  of 
proposing  a  compromise  with  their  creditors,  and 
a  composition  of  15^.  in  the  pound  was  offered  and 
accepted,  and  a  deed  of  composition  was  executed, 
dated  the  29th  day  of  June,  1816. 


Durrr 

r. 

Oft&. 
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In  the  beginning  of  the  year  1817,  the  firm  of      1881. 
Du^  and  Sons  became  totally  insolvent,  and  a 
docket  of  bankruptcy  was  struck  against  them. 

At  that  period  the  Respondent,  Robert  Orr,  was 
a  creditor  in  respect  of  advances  made  or  credits 
obtained  by  him  for  the  firm  to  the  amount  of 
50,000/.  and  upwards,  and  the  only  securities  which 
he  then  had  for  the  same  were,  the  mortgage  of  the 
Bridge  Street  concerns  for  5000/.,  the  mortgage 
of  the  Ball's  Bridge  concerns  for  10,000/.,  and  the 
mortgage  of  the  Gal  way  estate  for  10,000/. ;  and 
by  reason  of  the  depression  of  the  business  of 
calico  printing,  and  the  depreciation  of  all  works 
and  machinery  necessary  for  carrying  on  the  same 
at  that  time,  and  for  some  years  afterwards,  the 
Bridge  Street  and  Ball's  Bridge  concerns  were  re- 
presented to  be  a  scanty  security  for  the  sums  of 
5000/.  and  10,000/.  respectively  charged  upon 
them. 

John  Du%,  the  elder,  died  insolvent. 

From  the  year  1814,  up  to  the  month  of  Sep- 
tember, 1 8 17f  various  accounts  had  been  rendered 
and  settled  between  the  Respondent,  Robert  Orr, 
and  the  partners  in  the  firm,  and,  in  particular, 
accounts  were  settled  between  the  parties  to  the 
SOth  of  July,  1814,  to  the  1st  of  March,  1815,  to 
the  1st  of  January,  18 16^  to  the  29th  of  June, 
1816,  and  to  the  Slst  of  July,  1817,  upon  each  of 
which  settlements  a  balance,  varying  from  20,000/. 
or  thereabouts,  to  40,000/.  or  thereabouts,  was 
found  due  from  the  firm  to  the  Respondent,  Robert 
Orr ;  and  up  to  the  Slst  of  July  1817,  shortly  pre- 
ceding  the  date  of  the  deed  of  composition,  there 
was  a  balance  due  from  the  firm  to  the  Respondent, 
Robert  Orr,  of  7830/.,  over  and  above  the  three 
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iSSL      several  sums  of  50002.,  10,000/.,  and  10,000/.,  se- 
cured  by  the  three  mortgages. 

That  the  accounts  between  the  Respondent, 
Robert  Orr,  and  the  partners  in  the  firm  of  John 
Dufl^  and  Sons,  were  from  time  to  time  rendered 
and  settled,  and  the  arrangements  between  them 
were  carried  into  effect  at  the  suggestion,  and 
under  the  direction  of  the  Appellant,  Cornelius 
Duffy,  appeared  from  the  correspondence  which 
took  place  between  Robert  Orr  and  Cornelius 
Duffy,  and  John  Du£^,  junior. 

One  of  the  letters  from  the  Appellant,  to  the 
Respondent  Orr,  dated  the  S6th  of  May,  1815, 
contained  a  memorandum  of  account  at  foot  of 
the  letter :  — 

<<  John  Duffy  and  Sons,  debtoi*s,   March  Isf; 
««  1815- 
**  Cash  balance  as  stated  and  now  iri«h. 

«  referred  to  by  C- D.  -  -  if  34, 155  8  6 
**  Add — bill  omitted,  &c.  and  now 

« noticed  in  this  letter      .       -       1,110  19    0 


<<Cash  balance   due   to   me  on 
<<  March  1st,  1815  -         -  ^35,266    7    6 


"  R.  O." 

In  the  months  of  August  and  September,  1817f 
various  meetings  of  the  creditors  of  the  firm  were 
convened,  for  the  purpose  of  preventing  proceed* 
ings  for  a  commission  of  bankruptcy  against  them, 
and  at  such  meetings  the  accounts  of  the  firm 
were  investigated,  and  the  Respondent,  Robert 
Orr,  was  pressed  by  the  creditors  of  the  firm,  and 
also^  by  the  Appellant,  Cornelius  Duffy,  and  John 
Duffy,  the  surviving  members  of  the  firm,  to  ac- 
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cept  a  conveyance  of  the  equity  of  redemption  of  issi. 
the  Bridge  Street  concerns  and  the  Ball's  Bri4ge 
concemsi  in  full  dischaige  and  satisfaction  of  the 
suois  for  which  they  were  respectivdy  mortgaged^ 
that  is  to  say,  the  Bridge  Street  concerns^  for  the 
sum  of  SOOOLs  and  the  Ball's  Bridge  concerns  for 
the  sum  of  10,000/.,  and  to  leave  the  sum  of 
10,000^9  then  due  on  the  mortgage  of  the  Galway 
^tate,  on  the  security  of  that  estate,  and  to  release 
Cornelias  DuSy  and  John  Dufi^,  jumor,  from  all 
personal  liability  in  respect  of  the  sum  of  10,000&» 
BO  as  to  relieve  the  other  funds  of  the  firaa  from  so 
much  of  the  Respondent^  Robert  Orr's  debt,  leaving 
the  Respondent,  Orr^  a  creditor  on  the  general 
funds  of  the  firm  for  the  difference  only,  viz.  the 
sum  of  7880/. ;  and  it  was  further  proposed  by  the 
Appellant;  Cornelius  Duffy,  and  by  John  Dufl^^ 
junior,  the  surviving  partners  of  the  firm«  that  the 
Respondent,  Robert  Orr,  should*  together  with 
the  other  creditors,  accept  a  composition  of  seven 
•shillings  in  the  pound  on  their  respective  debts. 

The  creditors  of  the  firm,  however,  before  they 
acceded  to  a  composition,  insisted  that  the  AppeU 
knt,  Cornelius  Dufl^,  should  retire  from  die  firm, 
and  suflfisr  the  remaining  funds  of  the  firm  to  be 
administered  by  John  Dufl^,  junior,  alone,  for  the 
benefit  of  the  creditors  *,  and  it  was  also  proposed 
and  agreed  that,  upon  retiring  from  the  firm,  the 
Appellant,  Corndius  Du£^^  should  be  released 
thenceforth  from  all  demands  in  respect  of  the 
debts  th^i  due. 

Tq  these  proposals  all  parties  having  agreed, 
by  an  indenture  bearing  date  the  l&th  of  Septem- 
ber, 1817,  sx^d  made  between  Cornelius  Da%,  of 
the  first  part»  the  sevend  persons  whose  names*  are 
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1831.       thereunto  subscribed,  creditors  of  the  firm  of  John 
Duffy  and  Sons,  of  the  second  part,   and  John 
Duffy,  the  younger,  of  the  third  part,  reciting, 
among  other  things,  the  composition  concluded  in 
1816,  &c. ;  it  was  witnessed,  that  tlie  several  persons 
whose  hands  and  seals  were  thereunto  subscribed 
and  affixed,  being  creditors  of  the  original  firm  of 
John  Ddfiy  and  Sons,  or  of  the  said  Cornelius 
Dufiy  and  John  Dufiy,   so  continuing  to  trade 
under  the  said  firm,  thereby  covenanted  to  accept 
and  receive  the  sum  of  seven  shillings  for  every 
twenty  shillings  due  to  them  respectively,  secured 
by  the  five  promissory  notes  of  the  said  John 
Dufiy,  payable  in  six,  nine,  twelve^  fifteen,  and 
eighteen  months,  next  coming,  in  full  discharge 
and  satisfaction  of  the  several  debts  due  to  them 
respectively  from  the  said  original  firm  of  John 
Duffy  and  Sons,  or  from  the  said  Comdiiis  Dufi^ 
and  John  Dufiy,  so  continuing  to  trade  under  the 
said  firm,  or  for  which  they  were  in  any  manner 
responsible:     And  the  said  creditors  thereby  se- 
verally covenanted  and  agreed  not  to  siie  or  molest 
the  said  Cornelius  Duffy;  or  his  heirs,  executors, 
or  administrators,  or  his  or  their  goods  or  chattels, 
lands,  tenements,  or  efiects,  for  or  on  account  of 
any  debt  theretofore  due  or  contracted  by  the 
said  original  firm  of  John  Dufiy  and  Sons,  or  by 
the  said  Cornelius  and  John  Dufl^  so  continuing 
to  trade  under  the  said  firm,  and  also  not  to  sue 
the  said  John  Duffy  until  default  should  be  made 
in  the  payment  of  some  or  one  of  the  said  notes 
passed  for  securing  the  said  composition  of  7^-  in 
the  pound,  &c. :  Provided,  that  should  the  said 
John  Du%,  or  hb  executors  or  administrators, 
make  default  in  the  payment  of  all  or  any  of  the 
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said  composition  notes  so  to  be  executed  by  him,       1831. 
then  the  said  several  creditors  should  have  full 
power  to  sue  the  said  John  Dufiy  alone,  or  his 
executors  or  administrators,  and  recover,  by  such 
means  as  they  might  be  respectively  advised,  the 
full  amount  of  their  respective  debts  due  prior  to 
entering  into  the  said  composition  -of  7^-  in  the 
pound,  or  such  balance  as  should  be  then   due 
thereof,  afler  giving  credit  for  any  sum  or  sums  of 
money  paid  by  the  said  John  Dufl^  under  or  by 
virtue  of  the  said  agreement,  &c.     This  deed  was 
executed  by  the  Respondent,  Robert  Orr,  as  one 
of  the  creditors  of  the  firm  of  Dufiy  and  Sons,  but 
expressly  without  prejudice  to  any  securities  what- 
ever that  he  held. 

Promissory  notes  were  accordingly  given  by 
John  Dufiy,  junior,  to  the  several  creditors,  for  the 
amount  of  the  composition  on  their  respective 
debts,  and  such  notes  were  indorsed  by  the  Re- 
spondent, Robert  Orr. 

In  further  pursuance  of  the  arrangement,  by 
two  several  indentures  respectively  bearing  date 
the  6th  of  November,  I8I7,  the  equity  of  re- 
demption in  the  premises  at  Ball's  Bridge  and  the 
premises  at  Bridge  Street  were  conveyed  to  the 
Respondent,  Robert  Orr,  in  discharge  of  the  sums 
of  10,000/.  and  5000/.  respectively,  making  toge- 
ther the  sum  of  15,000/.  part  of  his  demand 
against  the  firm. 

By  an  indenture,  bearing  date  the  6th  of  No- 
vember, 1817»  made  between  the  Appellant,  Cor- 
nelius Du£^,  of  the  one  part,  and  Respondent, 
Robert  Orr,  of  the  other  part,  reciting,  the  in- 
denture of  mortgage,  bearing  date  the  5th  of 
November,  1814,  and  the  bond  with  warrant  of 
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1881.  attorney  of  Cornelius  Duffy,  bearing  equal  date 
with  the  mortgage-deed :  and  further  reciting  that 
V-  a  general  settlement  of  the  accounts  subsisting 
between  Robert  Orr  and  the  mercantile  house  or 
firm  of  John  Duffy  and  Sons  in  the  recited  deed 
of  mortgage  mentioned,  and  for  the  further  and 
better  securing  the  balance  of  which  accounts  the 
mortgage  and  bond  were  executed,  took  place 
between  Cornelius  Duffy  as  the  acting  partner  in 
the  said  firm,  and  Robert  Orr,  up  to  and  for  the 
1st  day  of  August,  1817;  ^nd  thereupon  it  was 
agreed  between  them,  that  a  sum  of  10,000^,  part 
of  the  debt  due  to  Robert  Orr  by  the  said  hous^ 
should  be  deducted  from  the  said  debt,  and  should 
be  by  Robert  Orr  for  that  purpo^  given  credit  for 
to  the  said  house,  in  considen^on'  of  which  it  was 
agreed  by  Cornelius  Duffy  that  the  said  sum  of 
10,000/.  should  be  deemed  and  taken  to  be  the 
sum  remaming  due  to  Robert  Orr  for  principal 
on  the  foot  of  the  said  mortgage  and  bond  up  to 
and  for  the  1st  day  of  August,  1817:  and  Bpbert 
Orr  upon  his  part  agreed  to  abide  by  the  said 
mortgage  and  bond  as  his  only  security  for  the 
payment  of  the  said  sum  of  10,000/.,  and  to 
exonerate  the  firm  of  John  Duffy  and  Sons  from 
so  much  of  the  debt  due  to  him  by  the  said  house, 
which  he  had  accordingly  done:  and  further  re- 
citing, that  Robert  Orr  was  then  desirous  to  render 
a  service  to  the  said  Cornelius  Duffy  by  abating  a 
part  of  the  said  sum  of  10,000/.,  and  allowing  him 
to  redeem  the  said  mortgaged  premises,  upon  pay- 
ment of  the  sum  of  8000/.  witii  interest  as  there- 
inafter mentioned,  and  also  by  allowiag  him  a 
period  of  ten  years  for  the  payment  thereof  upon 
ihe  terms  and  conditions  thereinafter  expressed 
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'  and  declared,  but  n6t  otherwise :  it  was  witnessed  .1831. 
that  the  said  Cornelius  Duffy,  in  consideration  of 
the  premises,  consented  and  agreed  that  the  said 
sum  of  10,000/.  should  be  deemed  and  taken  to 
be,  and  was  the  principal  sum  secured  by  the  said 
mortgage,  and  that  the  same  was  due  thereon  for 
principal  up  to  and  for  the  1st  day  of  August  last; 
and  the  said  Cornelius  Duffy  thereby  consented 
and  agreed  that  the  said  mortgage  and  mortgaged 
premises  should  be  redeemable  only  on  payment 
of  the  said  sum  of  8000/.  with  interest  agreed  to 
be  accepted  by  the  said  Robert  Orr  for  the  same, 
upon  performance  by  the  said  Cornelius  Duffy,  his 
executors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  of  the  terms 
and  conditions  thereinafler  mentioned :  and  there^ 
upon  the  said  Robert  Orr  thereby  consented  and 
agreed  to  and  with  the  said  Cornelius  Duffy  to 
abide  by  the  said  mortgage  as  his  only  security  for 
the  payment  of  the  said  sum  of  8000/.  and  interest, 
in  lieu  of  the  said  mortgage  security  for  the  sum 
of  10,000/.  so  admitted  to  be  due  thereon ;  and 
absolutely  to  exonerate,  release,  and  discharge  the 
said  Cornelius  Duffy,  his  executors,  administrators, 
and  assigns,  and  his  and  their  goods  and  chattels, 
estate,  and  effects,  except  the  premises  comprised 
in  the  said  deed  of  mortgage,  from  all  respon- 
sibility, claim,  or  demand  whatsoever  on  the  foot 
of  the  debt  remaining  due  to  him  by  the  said 
house  of  John  Duffy  and  Sons;  and  to  accept 
from  the  said  Cornelius  Duffy,  his  executors,  ad- 
iriinistrators,  or  assigns,  the  sum  of  400/.  a  year, 
as  and  for  the  interest  of  the  said  sum  of  8000/. 
for  and  during  the  space  of  five  years  from  the 
said  1st  day  of  August  then  last;  and  for  and 
during  the  remaining  five  years  of  the  said  term 

VOL.  V.  u  u 
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183 1.  of  ten  years,  to  receive  and  accept  the  sum  of 
480/.  yearly  as  and  for  the  interest  thereof,  pro- 
vided the  said  several  sums  for  interest  should  be 
paid  by  equal  half  yearly  payments,  that  is  to  say, 
on  every  first  day  of  February  and  first  day  of 
August,  or  in  each  and  every  year,  one  half  year 
before  another  should  become  due,  during  the 
said  period  of  ten  years ;  and  that  the  said  Robert 
Orr,  iiis  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns, 
should  at  any  time  before  or  at  the  expiration  of 
the  said  term,  that  is  to  say,  before  or  on  the  1st 
day  of  August,  1827,  provided  he  should  have 
been  paid  the  said  several  sums  of  400/.  and  480/. 
yearly  for  interest  at  the  times  and  in  manner 
therein  mentioned,  accept  and  receive  the  said 
sum  of  8000/.,  together  with  such  proportion  of 
the  said  annual  payments  for  interest  as  might  be 
then  due  thereon,  as  and  for  full  payment  and 
in  full  satisfaction  and  discharge  of  the  sum  of 
10,000/.  so  secured  by  the  said  mortgage:  but  it 
was  declared  that  if  at  any  time  the  said  half-yearly 
payments  should  be  permitted  to  fall  into  arrear, 
and  one  half  year's  gale  should  remain  unpaid 
until  after  a  second  gale  should  have  become  pay- 
ble,  or  in  case  the  said  sum  of  8000/.  should  not 
be  paid  or  tendered  on  or  before  the  said  1st  day 
of  August,  1827,  then  and  in  either  case  it  should 
be  lawful  for  the  said  Robert  Orr,  or  his  exe- 
cutors, administrators,  or  assigns,  and  that  nothing 
in  the  said  indenture  contained  should  be  con- 
strued to  prevent  his  or  their  taking  such  proceed- 
ings as  he  or  they  might  be  advised  for  the  then 
foreclosing  the  said  mortgage,  and  bringing  the 
premises  therein-mentioned  to  sale  by  public  auc- 
tion, for  the  purpose  of  paying  and  satisfying  out 
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of  the  produce  thereof,  the  full  amount  of  the  said      18S1. 
sum  of  8000/.,  &c. 

The  Appellant,  Cornelius  Duffy,  paid  interest 
upon  the  reduced  sum  of  8000/.  up  to  the  1st  day 
of  August,  1 822,  when  he  declined  to  pay  to  the 
Respondent,  Robert  Orr,  any  further  interest. 

The  sum  due  to  Lawrence  Ward  on  the  security 
of  the  Galway  estate  having  been  fully  paid  off 
by  die  Respondent,  Robert  Orr,  by  an  indenture 
bearing  date  the  1st  of  April,  1815,  made  be- 
tween Lawrence  Ward  of  the  one  part,  and  the 
Appellant,  Cornelius  Duffy,  of  the  other  part,  Law- 
rence Ward  reassigned  the  mortgage  term  in  the 
Galway  estate  to  the  Appellant ;  and  by  another  in- 
denture <^  the  same  date,  made  between  Lawrence 
Ward  of  the  first  part,  William  Henry,  his  trustee, 
of  the  second  part,  the  Appellant,  Cornelius  Dufiy, 
of  the  third  part,  and  Patrick  Thomas  Duffy,  the 
trustee  of  Cornelius  Duffy,  of  the  fourth  part,  the 
said  mortgaged  premises  were  conveyed  to  Patrick 
Thomas  Duffy.  By  an  indenture,  bearing  date 
the  Sd  of  November,  1818,  made  between  the 
Reverend  A.  Kelly,  of  the  first  part,  the  Appellant, 
Cornelius  Duffy,  of  the  second  part,  and  Peter 
Rorke,  of  the  third  part,  the  said  mortgaged  pre- 
mises were  conveyed  to  Peter  Rorke  as  a  trustee 
for  Cornelius  Duff}'. 

Tlie  Respondent,  Robert  Orr,  in  the  month  of 
April,  1824,  filed  an  original  bill  in  the  High 
Court  of  Chancery  in  Ireland,  against  the  Appel- 
lant, Cornelius  Duffy,  Patrick  Thomas  Duffy,  and 
Peter  Rorke,  which  was  afterwards  amended;  and 
the  amended  bill  prayed  that  the  Appellant,  Cor- 
nelius  Duffy,  might  be  decreed  to  come  to  an 
account  with  the  Respondent,  Orr,  touching  the 
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1831.       sum  due  to  him  on  the  foot  of  the  said  several 
deeds  and  securities,  and  might  be  decreed  to  paj 
»•  what  should  appear  to  be  due  to  the  Respondent, 

Orr,  for  principal,  interest,  and  costs,  or  in  default 
thereof  that  the  mortgaged  premises  might  be 
sold  i  and  that  out  of  the  money  arising  from  the 
sale  thereof,  the  Respondent,  Orr,  might  be  paid 
the  money  due  to  him  for  principal,  interest,  and 
costs ;  and  that  in  such  case  the  Appellant  might 
be  foreclosed  from  all  equity  of  redemption  in  the 
mortgaged  premises.  The  bill  also  prayed  the  ap- 
pointment of  a  receiver,  and  an  inquiry  into  prior 
incumbrances,  and  the  execution  of  the  trusts  of 
the  deed  of  the  6th  of  November,  1817- 

The  Defendants  appeared  to  and  answered  the 
billf  and  witnesses  were  examined  on  both  sides ; 
but  before  the  cause  came  on  to  be  heard,  and  in 
the  month  of  April,  1826,  the  Appellant,  Cornelius 
Du%,  filed  a  bill  of  complaint  in  the  High  Court 
of  Chancery  in  Ireland,  against  the  Respondent, 
Robert  Orr,  John  Dufiy,  Patrick  Thomas  Du%, 
Richard  Sause,  Patrick  Byrne,  and  Hugh  Hamill, 
alleging  that  very  large  sums  had  been  expended 
by  the  firm  on  the  Ball's  Bridge  concerns,  in 
erecting  buildings  and  machinery,  and  that  that 
property  and  the  Bridge  Street  concerns  were 
worth  much  more  than  the  sums  at  which  they 
had  been  taken  by  the  Respondent,  Orr ;  that  no 
accounts  were  settled  between  the  Respondentt 
Orr,  and  the  firm,  so  as  to  ascertain  the  precise 
amount  due ;  that  the  Respondent,  Orr,  had  made 
improper  charges  for  interest  and  exchange,  and 
had  not  given  credit  for  certain  promissory  notes 
and  bills  of  exchange,  and  goods  belonging  to  the 
firm  delivered  to  him  j   that  the  release  of  the 
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equity  of  redemption  in  two  of  the  mortgaged  18SI. 
properties  was  obtained  by  the  Respondent,  Orr,  in 
pursuance  of  a  fraudulent  scheme  connected  with 
his  brother-in-law,  John  Duffy,  junior,  and  under 
menaces  of  driving  the  Appellant  to  bankruptcy ; 
and  insisting  that  the  mortgages  of  the  separate 
property  of  the  Appellant  ought  to  be  considered 
as  auxiliary  only  in  case  of  the  deficiency  of  the 
joint  property;  and  that  the  Respondent,  Orr, 
ought  to  be  considered  as  having  agreed  to  accept 
the  composition  of  7^-  in  the  pound  on  his  whole 
debt  The  bill  prayed  that  the  Respondent,  Robert 
Orr,  might  elect  whether  he  would  abide  by  and 
hold  the  joint  property  of  the  firm  of  John  Duffy 
and  Sons,  conveyed  to  him  in  satisfaction  of 
his  demands  on  the  said  firm ;  and  if  he  should 
elect  so  to  do,  that  he  might  be  decreed  to  release 
the  separate  property  of  the  Appellant,  Cornelius 
Duffy,  therefrom,  and  to  reconvey  the  same  to 
him ;  but  if  he  should  insist  on  a  right  to  resort  to 
the  separate  property,  as  well  as  to  the  joint  pro- 
perty, for  payment  of  his  demands  on  the  firm, 
that  the  several  deeds  of  the  6th  of  November, 
I8I7,  might  be  declared  void,  and  the  premises 
called  the  Ball's  Bridge  concern,  and  the  Bridge 
Street  concern,  might,  as  well  as  the  Galway  es- 
tate, be  declared  to  be  still  in  mortgage  to  the  said 
Respondent,  Robert  Orr,  to  secure  the  balance 
due  to  him  from  the  said  firm  ;  but  that  the  joint 
property  might  be  declared  to  be  the  fund  princi- 
pally liable  to  the  payment  thereof ;  and  that  the 
separate  property  of  the  Appellant  might  be  re- 
sorted to  only  in  the  event  of  the  joint  property 
'of  the  Appellant  proving  insuflScient  to  pay  the 
balance;   and  that  the  balance,  might  be  ascer- 

u  u  3 
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1831.  tained,  and  that  various  accounts  thereia  particu- 
larly mentioned  might  be  taken,  and  that  upon 
payment  of  the  sum  ascertained  to  be  due,  the 
Respondent,  Robert  Orr,  might  be  decreed  to 
reconvey  the  mortgaged  property. 

To  this  bill  the  Defendants  appeared  and  an* 
swered,  and  witnesses  were  examined  on  both 
sides}  and  Hugh  Hamill  having  died,  Edward 
Jones,  his  personal  representative,  was  made  a 
party  by  bill  of  revivor. 

The  evidence  offered  by  the  Appellant  in  sup- 
port of  his  bill,  consisted,  in  great  part,  of  the 
testimony  of  different  individuals  on  the  subject  of 
the  money  expended  in  the  buildings  and  ma^ 
chinery  in  the  Ball's  Bridge  concern,  and  of  the 
estimated  value  of  that  property  for  sale  in  the 
year  1817f  some  of  the  witnesses  examined  on  the 
part  of  the  Appellant  representing  that,  in  their 
opinion,  it  was  then  worth,  to  be  sold,  20,000iL  or 
25,000/.,  while  the  witnesses  examined  on  the  part 
of  the  Defendants  estimated  it  as  then  worth  not 
more  than  7000/.  or  8000/. 

Both  causes  came  on  to  be  heard  on  the  22d 
of  June,  1829,  before  Sir  Anthony  Hart,  then 
Lord  Chancellor  of  Ireland,  and  on  the  25th  aP 
June,  1829,  a  decree  was  made  in  the  first  cause  of 
Orr  V.  Duffy  and  Others,  whereby  it  was  referred  to 
one  of  the  Masters  of  the  Court,  to  take  an  account 
of  what  was  due  to  the  Respondent,  Robert  Orr, 
for  principal  and  interest,  on  the  foot  of  the  deed  of 
mortgage  of  tlie  Gal  way  property,  dated  the  5th 
day  of  November,  1814,  having  reference  to  the 
indenture  of  agreement  of  the  6th  day  of  Novem- 
ber,  I8I7.  And  it  was  further  ordered,  that  all 
persons  having  debts,  charges,  and  incumbrances 
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affecting  the  said  mortgaged  lands  and  premises  in  18S1. 
the  $aid  ^indentures  mentioned,  prior  to  the  said  in- 
denture of  the  5th  day  of  November,  1814,  should 
be  at  liberty  to  go  in  before  the  Master  to  prove 
and  ascertain  their  demands,  and  the  nature,  pri- 
ority,  and  amount  thereof,  and  what  was  due 
thereon  respectively,  &c. 

On  the  same  25th  day  of  June,  1829j  a  decree 
was  pronounced  in  the  second  cause  Huffy  v.. 
Orr  and  Others^  whereby  the  bill  filed  by  the 
Appellant  Cornelius  Unify  was  dismissed  with 
costs. 

From  these  decrees  Cornelius  Du%  presented 
an  appeal  to  the  House  of  Lords. 

For  the  Appellant* 

The  indentures  of  the  5th  of  November,  1814^ 
the  18th  of  September,  1817»  and  the  6th  day  of 
November,  1817,  should  have  been  set  aside  and 
ordered  to  be  delivered  up  to  be  cancelled,  and  a 
general  account  of  all  the  dealings  and  transactions 
between  Robert  Orr  and  the  firm  of  John  Duflfy 
and  Sons,  from  the  commencement  of  such  deal-# 
ings  and  transactions,  should  have  been  directed 
to  be  taken. 

An  account  of  all  the  securities,  sums  of  money, 
bills  of  exchange,  promissory  notes,  goods,  and 
merchandizes  respectively  given,,  assigned  to^ 
or  pledged  with  Robert  Orr  by  the  firm,  should 
have  been  directed  to  be  taken,  and  also  an 
account  of  all  sums  of  money  received,  or  which 
might  or  ought  to  have  been  received,  by  Robert 
Orr,  but  for  his  default  or  neglect  in  respect  o£ 
such  securities  or  sums  of  money,  bills  of  exchange, 
goods,  and  merchandizes,  ought  also  to  have  been 
directed  by  the  decree. 

u  u  4 
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1831.  It  should  have  been  declared  that  the  Appellant 

was  entitled  to  have  all  the  securities,  sums  of 
money,  bills  of  exchange,  promissory  notes,  goods, 
and  merchandizes,  so  respectively  given  and  as- 
signed to,  and  pledged  with  Robert  Orr  by  the 
firm,  first  applied  in  liquidation  of  the  partnership 
debt,  or  so  much  thereof  as  was  not  satisfied  by 
the  composition,  in  ease  and  exoneration  of  the 
separate  properties  of  the  Appellant,  mortgaged  to 
Robert  Orr. 

.  A  sale  of  the  Ball's  Bridge  concern  should  have 
been  directed,  or,  at  least,  of  the  shares  therein  of 
the  retired  partners  of  the  firm  of  Duflfys,  Byrne, 
and  Hamill,  and  the  monies  arising  from  such  sale 
should  have  been  directed  to  be  applied  in  dis- 
charge of  the  partnership  debts,  or  such  part 
thereof  as  was  not  satisfied  by  the  composition. 

It  should  have  been  declared,  that  Robert  Orr 
received  from  the  ^m  of  John  Dufl^  and  Sons  a 
composition  on  the  whole  of  his  debt,  as  he  might 
have  received  such  composition  but  for  his  own 
wilful  default  or  neglect,  and  credit  ought  to  have 
been  given  to  the  Appellant  for  such  composition 
by  Robert  Orr,  before  he  had  a  right  to  have 
recourse  to  the  separate  estates  of  the  Appellant. 

The  Appellant  stood  in  the  relation  of  a  surety. 
The  composition  deed  operated  as  a  discharge  of 
the  principal  debtor,  and  consequently  of  the 
surety.*  The  securities  given  to  Robert  Orr,  if 
they  should  be  permitted  to  operate  after  the  deed 
of  composition,  would  be  a  fraud  upon  the  other 
creditors.t 
.  Por  the  Respondents. 

^  Exparie  Glendinning^  Buck,  517. 
t  Exparte  Sadler,  15Ves.52. 
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The  agreements  were  founded  in  justice  and  13S1. 
good  faith,  and  were  concluded  by  the  Appellant 
Cornelius  Duffy  and  the  other  parties  thereto, 
freely  and  deliberately,  and  with  a  full  knowledge 
of  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  and  after  the 
state  of  the  accounts  between  the  firm  of  Duffy 
and  Sons  with  the  creditors  thereof,  and  especially 
with  the  Respondent  Robert  Orr,  had  been  inves- 
tigated and  ascertained ;  and  the  deeds,  and  par- 
ticularly  the  deeds  of  the  5th  of  November,  1814, 
the  18th  of  September,  1817>  and  the  6th  of 
November,  1817,  were  executed  by  the  Appellant 
and  the  other  parties  thereto  freely  and  deliberately, 
and  with  a  full  knowledge  of  the  tenor  and  effect 
thereof,  and  of  the  nature  of  the  arrangements  to 
be  thereby  completed ;  and  the  arrangements  were 
beneficial  to  the  Appellant  and  the  partners  in  the 
firm  of  Dufl^  and  Sons. 

;  All  parties,  and  especially  the  Appellant,  acqui* 
esced  in  the  arrangements  during  several  years^ 
and  took  advantage  of  the  provisions  of  the  deeds, 
and  carried  the  same  into  effect ;  and  all  parties, 
except  the  Appellant,  continue  to  acquiesce  therein 
and  are  satisfied  therewith. 

If  the  deed  of  compromise  of  the  18th  of 
September,  181 7f  and  the  subsequent  deeds  of  the 
6th  of  November,  1817>  were  prejudicial  to  the 
interests  of  any  persons,  the  creditors  of  the  firm 
of  Dufiy  and  Sons  could  alone  be  prejudiced 
thereby  i  and  no  ii^ury  could  be  sustained  by  the 
Appellant,  one  of  the  partners  in  the  insolvent 
firm. 

The  Respondent  Robert  Orr,  for  the  purpose  of 
having  a  final  end  put  to  all  matters  of  account 
between  the  parties,  yielded  a  considerable  ppr- 
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1891.  tion  of  his  rights;  and  the  Appellant  and  all 
parties  having  acted  for  a  number  of  years  upon 
the  contracts  and  deeds,  the  same  could  not,  at  a 
period  so  distant  from  that  at  which  they  were 
entered  into,  be  annulled  without  great  prejudice 
to  those  who  had  acted  upon  the  same,  and 
without  injustice,  more  especially  to  the  Respond- 
ent  Robert  Orr. 

The  Appellant  has  no  interest  to  question  the 
validity  of  the  transaction,  having  assigned  his 
right  and  interest  in  the  partnership  concern  to 
J.  Dufiy,  who,  upon  the  agreement  for  compo- 
sition, became  answerable  for  payment  of  the 
amount  to  the  creditors.  This  could  be  no  fraud 
upon  the  other  creditors,  for  they  signed  the  deed 
after  Robert  Orr,  and  could  not  avoid  having 
notice  of  the  reservation  of  his  right  to  the  secu- 
rity which  was  annexed  to  his  signature.  This 
makes  the  transaction  valid  within  the  authorities 
cited. 


For  the  Appellant,  Sir  Edward  Sugden  and 
Mr.  Lynch. 

For  the  Respondent  Robert  Orr,  Mr.  Peptfs 
and  Mr.  Sxvanstoru 


The  decrees  of  the  Court  below  were  affirmed, 
principally  on  the  ground  of  acquiescence  and 
want  of  interest  in  the  Appellant 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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ENGLAND. 
(court  op  exchequer.) 

» 

Robert  Hicks  and  Richard  Wil-  l    .      »#    ^    , 

I  Appellants:' 
LIAMS J 

John  Morant,  Esquire  -     .     -    .    Respondent; 

By  the  act  42  G.  3.  c.  1 16.  s.  98«9  it  is  required  thaty  upon  a 
sale  of  lands  for  the  redemption  of  the  land  tax,  the  pur- 
chase-money should  be  paid  into  the  Bank  of  England,  to  thd 
account  of  the  commissioners  for  the  liquidation  of  the 
national  debt,  and  no  discharge  from  the  land  tax  is  obtaine4 
until  the  money  is  so  paid. 

In  the  year  1800  the  guardians  of  M.,  an  infant,  under  the 
powers  of  this  act,  sold  lands  belonging  to  him  for  the  re- 
demption of  the  land  tax ;  the  purchase-money  was  paid  by 
H.,  the  purchaser^  into  the  hands  of  solicitors,  who  werq 
employed  professionally  both  by  the  guardians  and  the  pur-» 
chaser,  and  remained  in  their  hands  until  1807,  when  M. 
came  of  age,  and  his  guardian  accounted  with  him ;  and 
afterwards  he  settled  accounts  with  the  solicitors  to  whom 
the  purchase-money  had  been  paid,  and  took  a  security  for  a 
balance  due  to  him,  in  which  the  purchase-nioney  was  in- 
cluded. Under  these  circumstances  the  money  was  not  paid 
into  the  bank  according  to  the  act,  and  H.  continued  to  pay 
the  land  tax  upon  the  premises  purchased  by  him»  No  .pro« 
ceedings  were  taken  on  either  side  until  1825,  when  JVL 
brought  an  ejectment  to  recover  possession  of  the  premises ; 
and  the  devisee  and  trustees  under  the  will  of  H.,  who  was 
dead,  filed  a  bill  to  restrain  the  proceeding  at  law. 

Held,  principally  on  the  ground  that  H.  continued  to  pay  tht 
land  tax,  that  he  could  have  no  relief  in  equity. 


Xn  January,  1826,  the  Appellants,  together  with 
Charles  St.  Barbe,  since  deceased,  exhibited  their 
.bill  of  complaint  in  his  Majesty's  Court  of  Exi- 
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}^^1*,      chequer  at  Westminster,  against  the  Respondent, 
thereby  stating  in  substance  as  follows :  -— 

John  Morant  by  his]  will,  dated  the  2d  day 
of  December,  1791f  and  a  codicil  dated  the  11th 
day  of  May,  1793,  appointed  the  Reverend  Las- 
celles  Iremonger,  and  Charles  Shard,  to  be  joint 
executors  and  trustees  with  his  wife,  and  also  with 
her  to  be  guardians  of  the  persons  and  estates  of 
his  children. 

• 

In  the  year  1793,  John  Morant  died;  he  left 
the  Respondent,  John  Morant,  his  eldest  son  and 
heir  at  law,  then  an  infant,  him  surviving;  the 
testator  was,  at  his  death,  seised  of  in  fee  simple 
or  otherwise  entitled  to  divers  manors,  lands,  and 
hereditaments,  situate  in  the  parish  of  Ringwood, 
in  the  county  of  Southampton ;  and  upon  the  tes- 
tatoi^^  death,  John  Morant,  the  son,  became  seised 
in  fee  simple  of  or  otherwise  absolutely  entitled 
to  the  said  manors,  lands,  and  hereditaments  as 
heir  at  law  of  the  testator,  and  he  likewise  became 
possessed  of  considerable  personal  estate  as  one  of 
the  children  of  the  testator;  upon  the  death  of 
the  testator,  Elizabeth  Mary  Morant,  the  Reverend 
Lascelles  Iremonger  and  Charles  Shard  became 
and  were  guardians  of  John  Morant  during  his 
minority,  and  they  duly  proved  the  will  and  codicil 
in  the  proper  Ecclesiastical  Court 

Elizabeth  Mary  Morant  shortly  afterwards  died, 
and  Lascelles  Iremonger  and  Charles  Shard  con« 
tinned  to  act  as  the  guardians  of  the  person  and 
estate  of  John  Morant  up  to  the  time  of  his  attain* 
ing  twenty-one,  which  happened  in  the  year  1807 ; 
Lascelles  Iremonger  and  Charles  Shard,  as  such 
guardians,  took  on  themselves  the  whole  manage- 
inent  of  the.  lands  and  hereditaments  of  John 
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Morant,  and  entered  into  the  possession  thereof,  1851. 
and  received  the  rents  and  profits  thereof;  and 
in  or  about  such  guardianship  and  management, 
Lascelles  Iremonger  and  Charles  Shard  employed 
Messrs.  Harbin  and  Hooper,  of  Ringwood,  as  their 
solicitors ;  in  the  year  1800,  Lascelles  Iremonger 
and  Charles  Shard,  as  such  guardians  and  trustees, 
resolved,  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  powers  given 
by  the  acts  then  in  force  concerning  the  redemption 
and  sale  of  land-tax,  to  sell  certain  parts  of  the 
lands  and  hereditaments  situate  in  the  parish  of 
Ringwood,  for  the  purpose  of  redeeming  the  land- 
tax  on  the  lands  and  hereditaments ;  they  employed 
Harbin  and  Hooper  in  carrying  into  execution  the 
said  resolution,  and  through  their  said  solicitor!^, 
in  conformity  to  the  land-tax  acts,  contracted  and 
agreed  with  the  then  commissioners  for  the  redemp- 
tion and  purchase  of  the  land-tax  chargeable  on  the 
said  lands  and  hereditaments  in  the  parish  of  Ring- 
wood,  at  a  certain  price ;  for  the  purpose  of  raising 
the  money  necessary  for  such  purchase,  Lascelles 
Iremonger  and  Charles  Shard,  as  such  guardians 
and  trustees,  in  pursuance  of  the  powers  contained 
in  the  acts  for  the  redemption  and  sale  of  the  land- 
tax,  proceeded  to  put  up  for  sale,  by  auction^ 
divers  parts  of  the  said  lands  and  hereditaments, 
and  Harbin  and  Hooper,  as  the  solicitors  of  Las- 
celles Iremonger  and  Charles  Shard,  conducted  the 
sale  thereof,  and  accordingly  Lascelles  Iremonger 
and  Charles  Shard  (as  guardians  and  trustees), 
through  their  solicitors,  Harbin  and  Hooper,  on 
the  23d  of  December,  1800,  put  up  to  sale  by 
public  auction,  at  the  Crown  Inn  in  Ringwood^ 
divers  parts  of  the  lands  and  hereditaments,  in 
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183 1.  eighty*six  lots ;  and  Harbin  and  Hooper,  as  soli- 
citors of  Lascelles  Iremonger  and  Charles  Shard, 
caused  hand-bills  and  advertisements,  notifying 
such  sale,  to  be  distributed,  which  were  in  part  in 
the  words  and  figures,  or  to  the  effect  following ; 
that  is  to  say,  "  Ringwood,  Hants*  To  be  sold  by 
**  Auction,  on  Tuesday  the  23d  of  December, 
**  1800,  at  two  o'clock  in  the  afternoon,  at  the 
"  Crown  Inn,  Ringwood,  under  the  authority  of 
*<  the  commissioners  for  the  redemption  of  the 
^*  land-tax,  subject  to  such  conditicms  of  sale  as 
f<  will  then  be  produced,  the  under-mentioned 
**  estates  (describing  them).  For  further  particulars, 
"  apply  (by  letter  post-paid)  to  Messrs.  Harbii) 
«« and  Hooper,  Ringwood,  Hants." 

The  bill  further  stated,  that  Harbin  and  Hooper, 
as  the  solicitors  of  the  guardians  and  trustees, 
caused  particulars  and  conditions  of  sale  to  be 
drawn  up  and  published,  for  the  purpose  of  such 
sale ;  and  that  by  such  conditions  of  sale  it  was 
expressed,  that  the  purchasers  were  to  pay  to 
Harbin  and  Hooper,  the  vendor's  solicitors,  a 
deposit  of  20  per  cent  on  the  amount  of  the  pur- 
ghase-money,  and  that  the  said  solicitors  should 
prepare  the  conveyances  at  the  expense  of  the  pur* 
chasers,  and  that  tlie  residue  of  the  purchase-money 
should  be  paid  to  Harbin  and  Hooper  on  or  beibre 
a  day  therein  named ;  and  that  by  such  particulars 
of  sale  it  was  expressed,  that  the  premises  therein 
mentioned  were  sold  by  the  guardians  dnd  trustees 
of  John  Morant,  and  under  the  direction,  or  with 
the  consent  of  the  commissioners  for  the  redemp- 
tion of  the  land-tax. 
,    The  bill  further  stated,  that  the  said  parts  of  th^ 
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said  lands  and  hereditaments  were  put  up  for  sale  1831. 
by  auction,  and  that  Robert  Hicks  became  the 
purchaser  of  the  premises  comprised  in  lot  82.,  at  _  p- 
the  price  of  138/.,  and  paid  down  to  Harbin  and 
Hooper,  the  vendpr's  solicitors,  the  sum  of  302.  as 
a  deposit,  and  signed  a  memorandum  of  agreement, 
whereby  he  promised  to  complete  his  contract 
upon  the  terms  and  stipulations  specified  in  the 
conditions  of  sale ;  and  that,  in  further  pursuance 
of  the  said  conditions  of  sale,  Harbin  and  Hooper 
caused  the  conveyance  of  the  premises  comprised 
in  lot  82.  to  be  prepared  and  engrossed,  and  such 
conveyance  bore  date  the  1st  of  July,  1803,  and 
was  expressed  to  be  made  between  Lascelles  Ire* 
monger  and  Charles  Shard,  trustees,  &c.  of  the 
first  part,  Charles  Shaw  Lefevre  and  Lovelace 
Bigg  Wither,  two  of  the  commissioners,  &c.  of  the 
second  part,  the  said  Robert  Hicks  of  the  third 
part,  and  Barnabas  Hicks,  a  trustee  for  Robert 
Hicks,  of  the  fourth  part ;  and  that,  in  the  year 
1803,  such  conveyance  was  duly  executed  by  the 
parties  thereto ;  and  that,  by  such  conveyance,  the 
premises  comprised  in  lot  82.  were  conveyed  to 
Robert  Hicks,  his  heirs  and  assigns;  and  that, 
upon  or  before  the  execution  thereof,  Robert 
Hicks,  pursuant  to  the  said  conditions  of  sale,  paid 
to  Harbin  and  Hooper  the  sum  of  ]08iL,  the  re<- 
sidue  of  the  purchase-money,  for  the  purpose  of 
being  paid  into  the  Bank  of  England,  together  with 
the  expenses  of  the  said  conveyance ;  and  that , 
the  said  conveyance  was  afterwards  delivered  to 
Robert  Hicks,  and  that  the  said  purchase  of  the 
said  Robert  Hicks  was  in  manner  aforesaid  com- 
pleted, and  that  the  purchase-money  of  the  said 
lot  82.  was  in  fact  received  by  the  said  Messrs.  Har* 
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1891  •       bin  and  Hooper,  as  the  agents  and  solicitors  of  the 
said  Lascelles  Iremonger  and  Charles  Shard. 

That  the  purchases  of  the  other  lots  were  in 
like  manner  executed/  and  that  the  respective  pur- 
chasers entered  immediately  into  the  possession  of 
such  parts  thereof  as  were  then  in  possession,  and 
of  such  parts  as  were  only  reversionary,  according 
as  the  same,  from  time  to  time,  came  into  pos- 
session ;  and  that  in  or  about  the  said  year  1800, 
the  said  Robert  Hicks  entered  into  possession  of 
the  premises  so  purchased  by  him. 

The  bill  further  stated,  that  in  the  year  1807, 
the  said  Respondent  attained  his  age  of  twenty- 
one  years;  and  that,  shortly  after  he  attained 
twenty-one,  Lascelles  Iremonger  and  Charles  Shard 
rendered  to  him  some  account  of  their  dealings, 
acts,  and  transactions,  as  such  guardians,  trustees, 
and  executors,  and  some  accounts  were  settled 
between  them ;  and  the  Respondent  then  became, 
or  was  previously  fully  acquainted  with,  the  said 
sale,  by  the  said  Lascelles  Iremonger  and  Charles 
Shard,  and  with  the  employment  of  the  said  Messrs. 
Harbin  and  Hooper,  as  their  solicitors,  in  respect 
of  such  sales ;  and  the  Respondent,  after  liis  at- 
taining twenty-one,  and  for  many  years  afterwards, 
employed  Harbin  and  Hooper  as  his  solicitors,  and 
in  the  management  of  his  manor  and  lands  at 
Ringwood ;  and  by  the  means  aforesaid,  the  Re- 
spondent was  aware  that  parts  of  the  lands  and 
.  hereditaments,  in  the  parish  of  Ringwood,  had 
been  sold  and  conveyed  by  Lascelles  Iremonger 
and  Charles  Shard,  through  the  agency  of  Messrs* 
Harbin  and  Hooper,  for  the  redemption  of  the 
land-tax;  and  that,  shortly  after  John  Morant 
attained  twenty-one,  he  was  led  to  believe  that  the 
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purchase-monies  which  had  been  paid  by  Robert  18S1. 
Hicks  and  the  respective  purchasers  of  the  several 
lots  to  Harbin  and  Hooper,  as  the  agents  of  ^^^^ 
Lascelles  Iremonger  and  Charles  Shard,  had  not 
been  all  paid  by  them  into  the  Bank  of  England, 
but  had  either  been  paid  or  allowed  in  account  to 
John  Morant,  or  had  been  retained  by  Harbin  and  . 
Hooper  to  their  own  use ;  and  that  Respondent 
treated  the  monies  so  received  by  Harbin  and 
Hooper,  and  not  paid  into  the  Bank,  as  a  debt  due 
to  him,  the  Respondent ;  and  that  the  Respondent 
did  not  inform  Robert  Hicks  and  the  other  pur- 
chasers of  such  retainer  of  the  monies,  but  on  the 
contrary  required  Mr.  Charles  Harbin  (Mr.  Hooper 
being  dien  a  bankrupt)  to  pay  him  the  purchase- 
monies  which  they  had  received,  and  which  they 
had  not  paid  into  the  Bank  of  England,  or  to  give 
him  security  for  the  same ;  and  that,  In  the  year 
181S,  the  Respondent  obtained  from  Charles  Har- 
bin  some  mortgage  securities  or  security,  fof  the 
repayment  of  the  monies  so  received  and  not  duly 
applied  by  Harbin  and  Hooper }  and  that  in  and 
by  such  mortgage  securities  or  security,  it  was 
stated  that  a  sum  of  466/.  15s.  was  due  and  dwibg 
from  Charles  Harbin  to  John  Morant,  on  the  ba- 
lance of  the  account  of  Charles  Harbin  relative  to 
the  purchase-monies  of  certain  hereditaments  and 
premises  in  the  parish  and  manor  of  Ringwood, 
sold  to  various  persons,  under  the  act  passed  for 
the  redemption  of  the  land-tax }  and  that  Johii 
Morant  had  consented  io  let  the  sum  of  466/.  I^^. 
so  due  to  him  remain  on  security  of  the  heredita- 
ments therein  mentioned,  or  to  that  effect;  ftnd 
that  such  statement  referred  to  the  lands  and  here- 
ditaments so  sold  by  auction  as  aforesaid,  and  that 
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1951.  such  sum  of  466/.  I5s.  included  the  purdiase- 
money  of  Robert  Hicks,  or  was  the  balance  of  aU 
the  purchase-monies  retained,  and  that  such  ao 
count  or  balance  was  in  the  Respondent's  poa- 
session ;  and  that  such  securities  had  either  been 
enforced  and  satisfied,  or  that  the  equity  of  re- 
demption of  the  mortgaged  premises  had  been  con* 
veyed  to  the  Respondent  by  Charles  Harbin,  and 
a  release  of  the  mortgage  debt,  including  such 
purchase-money,  had  been  executed  by  the  Re- 
q>ondent  to  Charles  Harbin,  and  that  the  Respond- 
ent treated  the  purchase-monies  so  received^  and 
not  duly  applied,  as  a  debt  due  from  Harbin  and 
Hooper,  or  qne  of  them,  to  himself^  and  that  the 
Respondent  never  made,  or  caused  to  be  made, 
any  communication  in  respect  thereof  to  Robert 
Hicl^s  during  his  life,  and  that  Robert  Hicks  re- 
mained unto  his  death,  in  April,  189S,  wholly 
ignorant  of  any  such  retainer  and  paisipplicatioii 
ef  the  purchase-monies  by  the  said  vendor's  so^ 
licitors. 

The  bill  fbrther  stated,  that  in  April,  18^3^ 
Robert  Hicks  die^  and  that  he  made  and  pub- 
lished his  will  and  testament  in  writing,  exe* 
euted  and  attested  in  the  manner  required  by.  law' 
ibr  devising  freehold  estates,  and  thereby  devised 
to  the  Appellants,  and  Chark»  Su  Barbe^  since 
deceased,  and  Barnabas  Hicks,  who  died  in  the 
testator's  lifetime,  their  heirs  and  assigns,  all  his: 
freehold  estates,  and  thereby  appointed  the  Appel- 
lants, and  the  said  Charles  St  Bistrbe  and  Barnabas 
Hicks,  his  executors ;  and  that  he  made  a  oodicU' 
to  his  wiU,  but  did  not  thereby  alter  or  revoke 
any  of  the  aforesaid  dispositions  made  by  his  will ; 
and  that  shortly  after  his  de^th  the  AppeUailt» 
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duly  proved  the  said  will  and  codicil  in  the  proper  IsaL 
Ecclesiastical  Court ;  and  that  the  Appellants-  as 
such  devisees  had  been  and  were  then  by  them- 
selves or  their  temmta  in  possession  of  the  said 
premises  comprised  in  lot  82.,  but  that  the  Re- 
spondent, in  December,  1825,  commenced  acticms 
of  ejectment  for  the  recovery  of  the  premises  com^ 
prised  in  lot  82. 

The  bill  charged  that  Lascelles  Iremonger  and 
Charles  Shard,  or  Harbin  and  Hooper,  caused  the 
Respondent,  after  he  attained  twenty*one,  to  bQ 
informed  of  the  circumstances  of  the  sides }  and 
that  the  Respondent,  since  he  attained  tw^aty^ 
one,  had  in  many  respects  confirmed  and  recog-^ 
nised  the  acts  of  his  guardians  in  respect  thereof^ 
and  that  he  never  made  any  communication  or 
application  in  respect  thereof  to  Robert  Hicks 
during  his  life,  or  to  the  Appellants  and  Charles 
St*  Barbe  since  his  death,  until  the  month  of 
August,  1824s  when  the  Respondent's  solicitor 
demanded  the  production  of  the  purchaser's  con* 
tracts  and  other  documents;  and  that  the  Re« 
spondent  did  not  inform  Robert  Hicks  that  he  thQ 
Respondent  should  endeavour  to  rescind  the  con- 
veyance, so  as  to  enable  him  the  said  Robert 
Hicks  to  recover  the  money  he  had  paid  in  respect 
thereof,  but  on  the  contniry  the  Respondent  ac- 
quiesced in  the  payment  of  Robert  Hicks's  pur- 
chase-monies to  Messrs.  Harbin  and  Hooper  ibr 
many  years  after  he  the  Respondeat  was  aw^e 
that  the  purchase-money  of  Robert  Hicks  had 
been  received  by  Messrs.  Harbin  and  Hooper,  aod 
had  not  been  invested  in  the  Bank,  and  treiU»d 
the  same  as  a  debt  due  to  himself;  that  William 
Hooper  had  since  become. bankrupt,  and  Charley 
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1891.  Harbin  was  not  in  a  condition  to  repay  such  pun^ 
chase^monies^  or  any  part  thereof,  and  that  the  Re- 
spondent had  or  has  in  his  possession  and  power 
the  particulars  and  conditions  of  sale. 

The  prayer  of  the  bill  was,  that  the  said  Respond- 
ent might  be  decreed  to  confirm  the  said  purchase 
made  by  the  said  Robert  Hicks  under  the  cir- 
cumstances aforesaid,  and  might  execute  all  such 
deeds  as  might  be  necessary  or  proper  for  that 
purpose;  or,  if  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion 
that  the  same  ought  to  be  confirmed,  then  that  the 
said  Respondent  might  be  decreed  to  repay  to  the 
Appellants  and  the  said  Charles  St,  Barbe,  or  such 
of  them  as  the  said  Court  should  direct,  the  pur- 
chase-monies of  the  said  lot  82.,  and  interest  there- 
on; and  that  the  said  Respondent  might  be 
restrained  by  the  injunction  of  the  said  Court  from 
prosecuting,  or  causing  to  be  prosecuted,  the  said 
action  at  law  so  commenced  as  aforesaid,  and  from 
commencing  or  prosecuting  any  other  action  at 
law  for  the  recovery  of  the  said  premises  comprised 
in  lot  8S.,  or  in  respect  of  the  matters  aforesaid, 
and  for  general  relief. 

Pursuant  to  an  order  o€  the  Court,  bearing  date 
the  28th  day  of  January,  1826,  an  injunction  issued 
to  restrain  the  Respondent  from  proceeding  at  law 
against  the  Appellants,  and  the  said  Charles  St. 
Barbe,  touching  the  matters  in  the  said  bill  m^i- 
tioned. 

The  Respondent,  on  the  11th  of  October,  1826, 
put  in  his  answer  to  the  bill,  and  thereby  admitted 
the  sale  in  December,  1800,  and  the  circumstances 
attending  it  He  said  (amongst  other  things)  that 
he  had  been  infoirned,  and  believed,  that  at  and 
foir  a  considerable  time,  both  before  and  after  the 
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time  of  the  sale,  Harbin  and  Hooper  were,  and  1881 
acted  as  the  ntAicitors  of  Hicks*  He  said  that,  to 
the  best  of  his  recollection  and  belief,  he  never 
saw  the  conditions  of  sale,  and  did  not  know  the 
contents  thereof;  but  in  case  the  contents  of  such 
conditions  were  to  the  effect  stated  in  the  bill,  he 
submitted  that  they  were  totally  repugnant  to  the 
provisions  of  the  land  tax  redemption  acts,  and 
.  that  the  sales  efiected  thereunder  were  absolutely 
void. 

The  Respondent  further  stated,  that  he  had 
heard  and  believed  that  Hooper  obtained  finom 
Richard  Ra^ett,  the  clerk  of  the  commissioners 
specially  appointed  for  the  sale  and  redemption  of 
the  land  tax,  the  form  of  a  conveyance  adapted  to 
a  sale  under  the  land  tax  redemption  acts,  and 
prepared  a  conveyance  of  the  premises  comprised 
in  lot  82«,  and  caused  the  same  to  be  engrbssed 
as  one  of  the  attomies  of  Hicks ;  and  that  Harbin 
and  Hooper  chaiged  Hicks  for  the  same  in  their 
bill  against  him ;  but  he  did  not  know  wh^er 
Harbin  and  Hooper  caused  the  said  conveyance 
to  be  prepared  and  engrossed  in  pursuance  of  the 
said  conditions  of  sale,  or  any  of  them.  He  stated 
that  he  did  not  know  or  believe  that  the  said  con* 
veyance  was  ever  duly  executed  and  delivered  by 
any  of  the  parties  thereto;  but  he  had  hearc^  and 
it  might  be  true,  for  all  he  knew  or  believed  to 
the  contrary,  that  the  same  was  signed  and  sealed 
by  the  several  parties  in  the  bill  in  that  behalf 
mentioned,  in  or  about  the  year  1803 ;  and  that, 
by  such  conveyance,  the  premises  comprised  in 
lot  82.  were  purported  to  be  conveyed  to  Robert 
Hicks,  his  heirs  and  assigns ;  but  he  believed  that 
the  said  conveyance,  after  the  same  bad  been 

XX  3 


G64f  CASES   IN   THE   HOUSE   OP   LORDS 

1881.  4iigned  and  sealed  as  aforesaid,  remaiiied  in  the 
hands  of  Harbin  and  Hoc^er,  or  one  of  them»  tin« 
L^  ddiveredy  and  in  trust  for  all  parties,  until  the 
pnlrohase-money  should  be  duly  paid  and  iqiplied 
according  to  the  directions  of  the  land  tax  re- 
demption acts;  and  that  on. or  about  die £9th  of 
October,  180S,  Hicks  paid  the  sum  of  1082^,  being 
die  retidue  of  his  said  puk-chase-iaoney,  to  Hooper 
(who  was  one  of  his  own  attomies),  for  the  pur- 
pose of  having  the  same,  together  with  the  said 
former  sum  of  80/.,  paid  into  the  Bank  of  England; 
and  that,  at  the  same  time.  Hicks  paid  to  Hoqper 
the  sum  of  10/.  16^.  9d^  in  reelect  of  the  expenses 
of  the  conveyance,  which,  nevertheless,  remained 
in  the  hands  of  Harbin  and  Hooper,  or  one  of 
them,  as  the  Respondent  believed,  in  trust  as 
aibrdsaid. 

The  Respondent,  by  his  answer,  further'  stated, 
that  he  did  not  know  or  believe,  and  to  the  best 
of  his  knowledge,  information,  and  belief  he  de- 
nied, that  the  conveyance  was  at  any  time  ddivered 
by  any  one,  to  Hicks,  iM*  to  any  person  on  his 
behalf,  or  that  the  said  purchase  of  Hicks  was  in 
manner  in  the  said  bill  mentioned,  or  in  any  other 
manner  completed ;  or  that  the  purclntse-money  of 
the  said  lot  83*  was  in  fact  received  by  Harbin 
and  Hooper,  or  either  of  them,  as  the  solicitors 
and  agents  of  Iremonger  and  Shards  or  either  of 
them,  any  otherwise  than  as  therein .  mentioned ; 
or  that  the  receipt  by  such  agents  or  solicitors 
must  be  considered  as,  or  was  the  receipt  thereof 
by  Iremonger  and  Shard  and  the  Respondent,  or 
any  or  either  of  them ;  but  he  believed  that 
Hobper,  who  was  one  of  the  solicitors  of  Ire^ 
monger  and  Shard,  and  also  r  one  of  the  solicitofs 
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ef  Hicks,  aad  who  was  also  in  constant  Gonvnunir  issi. 
catipn  with  Raggett,  the  gSufer  gf  the ,  cofamjifh 
aioffieiiB  for  the  ^e  and  redeqiptian  of  |;hjs  land 
tax»  r^^ived  the  purchase-money  firom  Hklgi^.a^ 
the  solicitor  of  Hicks,  upon .  some  promise  or  lui* 
dertaking  to  £^ply  the  .same  in  the  mannor  re- 
quired by  the  acts  /or.  the  redemption  of  the  ji^nd 
tax. 

The  Respondent  further  stated  (amo^igst  othv 
things),  that  having  discovered  the  irregularity  and 
invalidity  of  the  said  sales,  he  proposed  to  confirqi 
the  same  on  just  and  reasonable  terms,  and  entered 
into  negotiation  with  the  several  purchasers  of  the 
lots  which  had  fallen  into  possession,  or  the  per- 
sons interested  in  such  several  purchases,  for  that 
purpose;  and  that  the  Respondent  having  come 
to  agreements  with  all  the  ..persons  interested  in 
sp^h  purchases,  except  the  appellants  aqd  th^ 
late  co-trustee,  had  executed  deeds,  whereby  he 
had  confirmed  the  sale  of  |dl  the  lots  sold,  except 
lot  82.,  and  except  lots  43.  SI.  28.  74.  and  8., 
which  were  still  held  for  lives. 

The  Respondent  further  said,  that  shortly  after 
his  attaining  twenty-one,  Iremonger  and  Shard,  as 
as  guardians  of  his  real  estate,  and  trustees  of  his 
personal  estate,  had  rendered  to  him  an  account 
in  respect  of  their  acts,  dealing,  and  transactipni^ 
as  guardians  and  executors;  and  that  such  ac- 
count, was  shortly  afterwards,  and  in  the  year 
1808,  settled  between  them }  and  that  the  Re- 
spondent was,  about  the  time  the  said  account  ^was 
so  settled,  first  informed  by  Iremonger  and  Shard, 
or  one  of  them,  of  the  said  sales  for  the  redcmp- 
tipn  of  the  land  tax ;  but  he  said,  that  the  infiHrm- 
iation  w.hich  he  then  received  respecting  such  aaka 
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ISSI.  was  very  imperfect,  and  by  no  means  of  such  a 
nature  and  extent  as  to  enable  him  to  understand 
vr  the  transaction ;  and  although  he  knew  that  such 
sales  had  been  made,  he  was  not  informedt  and 
did  not  know,  that  the  same  had  been  irregularly 
and  improperly  conducted*  The  Respondent  also 
said,  that  he  conceived  and  believed  that  such  cf 
the  said  purchase-monies  as  were  paid  to  Harbin 
and  Hooper,  were  not  paid  to  them  as  the  agents 
of  the  vendors,  Iremonger  and  Shard,  but  were 
paid  to  them  for  the  purpose  of  being  paid  into 
the  Bank  of  England;  and  he  further  said  (amongst 
other  things),  that  in  accepting  the  said  mortgage 
security  of  the  6th  of  March,  1813,  he  never  in- 
tended to  exonerate  any  of  the  parties  who  were 
or  might  be  liable  to  pay  the  said  sum  of4/B6L  15s.} 
and  he  submitted  that  he  ought  no^  by  reason  of 
the  said  mortgage,  to  be  considered  as  having 
treated  the  said  sum  of  466/*  15^.  merely  as  a  debt 
due  from  Harbin  and  Co.  to  himself;  and  unless 
he  could  be  so  considered,  he  denied  that  he  £d 
in  any  manner,  or  by  any  act,  treat  the  purchase- 
monies  so  received,  and  not  paid  into  the  bank 
as  aforesaid,  as  a  debt  owing  from  Harbin  and 
Hooper,  or  either  of  them,  to  himself. 

The  Respondent  also  said,  that  he  believed  that 
Hicks,  although  he  well  knew  that  the  said  lands 
and  hereditaments  were  sold  for  the  purpose  of 
redeeming  the  land  tax,  nevertheless,  after  he 
took  possession  of  the  premises  comprised  in  lot 
82.,  paid  land  tax  in  respect  thereof;  and  that 
Hicks  and  the  others  of  the  said  purchasers  were 
perfectly  aware  that  the  purchase-monies  paid  by 
them  to  Hooper  were  retained  by  him,  or  by  Har- 
bin aiid  Hooper,  and  were  not  paid  into  the  Bank; 
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and  be  submitted,  tbat  it  was  the  duty  of  Hides,  issi. 
who  had  not  obtained  his  conveyance,  to  see  that  ^"^^ 
the  purchase^money,  which  he  had  placed  in  the  ^j^ 
hands  of  his  own  solicitor,  was  duly  paid  and 
applied  to  and  fbr  the  purpose  for  which  the  said 
lands  and  hereditaments  were  sold ;  and  that  the 
non-payment  of  his  purchase-money  into  the  Bank 
of  £ngland  ought  to  be  attributed  to  the  laches 
and  neglect  of  Hicks. 

The  Respondent  further  said,  that  to  the  best  of 
his  knowledge  and  belief,  Hicks  did  not  remain, 
up  to  his  death  in  April,  1823,  wholly,  or  in  any 
degree  ignorant  of  the  retainer  and  misapplication 
of  the  purchase-monies,  or  any  part  thereof  by 
Harbin  and  Hooper,  or  either  of  them.  And,  on 
the  contrary,  he,  the  Respondent,  Lad  been  in- 
formed and  believed,  that  Robert  Hicks,  many 
years  prior  to  the  acceptance  of  the  security  by 
the  Re^ondent  in  the  year  1813,  and  up  to  the 
time  of  his  death,  perfectly  well  knew  that  such 
purchase-money  had  never  been  paid  into  the 
Bank  of  £ngland  by  Harbin  and  Hooper,  or  either 
of  them ;  but  that  the  same  had  been  misapplied 
bv  them,  or  one  of  them.  He  denied,  to  the  best 
of  his  knowledge  and  belief,  that  Hicks  did,  up  to 
the  time  of  his  death,  or  at  any  other  time,  rely  on 
the  vendor's  solicitors,  or  either  of  them,  having 
properly  disposed  of  the  monies. 

The  Respondent  further  stated  (amongst  other 
things)  that  he  believed  that  Iremonger  rarely,  if 
ever,  personally  acted  in  the  management  of  the 
Respondent's  estates,  or  in  the  said  sales;  and 
that  he  did  not  give  any  information  to  the  Re- 
spondent in  respect  thereof:  but  that  Shard  did, 
at  or  about  the  time  when  the  Respondent  attained 
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IflM*  ^  4ige  of  twenfyrone  ye^rs,  cause  the  Respondj^pt 
^^]^  to  be  informed  io  some  degree,  but  v^eiy  imper- 
^  fectly,  of  the  circomstanoes  .of  the  said  sales ;  imd 
that  Harbin  and  Hopper,  or  they  and  Pearson 
and  Logmen,  had  been  employed  as  their  sdioitors 
in  reipect  thereof.  He  said  that  he  did  .Qpt  know 
or  believe  that  Iremonger  and  Shard  did  intea* 
tionally  conceal  or  suitress  the  s^id  circumstances, 
or  any  of  them,  from  him ;  but  he  believed  Ibat 
Iremonger  and  ;Shard  were  kept  by  Harbin  and 
Ho<^r  in  a  great  degree  ignorant  of  the  real 
state  of  the  said  sales,  and  the  receipt  of  the 
purchase-money. 

The  Respondent  further  said  (amongst  other 
things),  that  he  was  willing,  and  he  offered  to 
convey  the  premises  comprised  in  lot  89*  to  the 
Appellants  and  their  late  co-trustee,  on  being  paid 
the  said  purchase-m<Hiey  or  sum  of  ISS/,,  and  the 
interest  thereof  at  the  rate  of  4/L  per  cent  per 
annum.  And  that  he  was  also  willing,  and  .offered 
to  permit  the  Appellants  and  their  late  co-trustee 
to  have  all  benefit  or  advantage  which  could  be 
obtained  from  the  indenture  of  further  charge  of 
the  6th  day  of  March,  1813,  and  to  permit  them 
to  redeem  the  prior  charges  on  the  said  mortgaged 
premise^  on  their  first  paying  to  him  the  said 
purdiase-money,  and  interest  at  the  rate  aforesaid* 

The  answer  was  replied  to,  and  witnesses  were 
examined  on  both  sides ;  and  the  cause  came  on 
to  be  heard  before  the  Lord  Chief  Baron  on  the 
26th  of  May  and  the  12th  of  June,  1829. 

At.  the  hearing,  several  passages  fi^om  .the  Re- 
spondent's answer  were  read  by  the  .Appellants, 
as  evidence.^n  their  behalf. 
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They  abo  proved  the  following  facts:— pTbat  1881. 
the  saie  c£  the  said  lands  took  place  at;  the  time 
and  in.  the  manner  in  the  bill  allj^ged ;  that  it  was 
conducted  by  Messrs.  Harbin  and  Hooper  as  the 
agents  of  the  vendors ;  that  Robert  Hicks  was  the 
purchaser'  of  lot  82.  and  paid  138/.,  the  amount  of 
the  purchase-moaey,  to  HxK)per ;  that  the  pur* 
-chasehmonies  of  this  and  other  lots  remained  in 
the  hands  of  Harbin  and  Hooper, .  and  after  the 
dissolution  of  partnership  between  them,  in  the 
hands  of  Harbin;  that  the  Respondent  having 
attained  his  full  age  in  Januaiy,  1308,  was. soon 
^ifierwards  informed  that  the  sales  in  the  bill  men- 
tioned, and,  among  others,  the  sale  to  Robert 
Hicks,  had  been  made  by  his  guardians,  and  that 
the  purchaset^monies. had. been  paid  to  Harbin  and 
Hooper,  and  remained  in .  the  -  hands  c£  Harbin ; 
;that  Harbin  continued  to  be  employed  as  the 
solicitor  of  the  Respondent  tiJl  July,  18^4 ;  .that 
in  1813  the  amount  of  the  purchase-monies  of  .date 
lands  sold  for  the  redemption  of  the. land  tai:^  wd 
reniaining  in  ;the  hands  of  Harbin,  jH^ounted  to 
466/.  I5s.j  which  was  stated  by  the  Respondent  to 
have  included  the  sum  of  138/.  paid  by  Robert 
Hicks  4  that  the. Respondent  r^uiredise^urifyifor 
the  payment  .of  this  sum  ifrom  Harbin  j  that  on 
the  I6th  <^  March,  18i3,..aa  indd^ture  Qf.furtjher 
charge  was  executed,  by  which,  after  reciting  that 
466/.  15^.  was  due.  from  Harbin  to  the  Respondent 
on  the  balance  of  Harbin's  account  r^ative  to  the 
purchase-monies  of  the  premises  in  Ringwood  sold 
for  the  redemption  of  the  land  ta^c,  and  that  the 
Respondent  had  agreed  to  let  the  said  sum  of 
466/.  15^.  remain  on  the  security  of  the  premises 
therein  mentioned,  it  was  witnessed  that  the  pre- 
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1851.  mises  therein  described  were  charged  with  and 
should  stand  as  a  security  for  the  pa3rment  of  the 
said  sum  of  466i.  15s. ;  that  in  1824^  the  Respond- 
ent filed  a  bill  against  Harbin,  in  order  to  foreclose 
the  premises  comprised  in  the  said  security,  and 
also  brought  an  ejectment  to  recover  possession  of 
them ;  that  afterwards  he  agreed  to  take  a  convey- 
ance of  the  equity  of  redemption  of  the  said  pre- 
mises from  Harbin,  and  to  release  Harbin  from  all 
demands  in  respect  of  the  debt  secured  by  mort- 
gage ;  and  that  accordingly  by  an  indenture  dated 
the  10th  of  May,  1825,  Harbin  conveyed  the  equity 
of  redemption  to  the  Respondent,  and  the  Re- 
spondent released  Harbin  from  all  claim  in  respect 
of  the  monies  secured  by  the  mortgage;  that 
during  the  whole  of  this  time  Robert  Hicks,  and 
those  who  claimed  under  him,  remained  in  quiet 
and  undisturbed  possession  of  the  lot  as  the  owners 
thereof;  that  the  Respondent  did  not  during  that 
period  claim  to  have  any  interest  in  the  lands  in 
question,  and  never  made  any  communications  to 
Robert  Hicks,  or  those  who  represented  him,  with 
respect  to  the  purchase-money;  that  Hooper  be- 
came bankrupt  in  December,  1810,  and  that 
Charles  Harbin  was  and  remained  insolvent 

The  evidence,  on  the  part  of  the  Respondent, 
consisted  of  several  exhibits,  and  the  depositions 
of  four  witnesses,  together  with  the  passages  read 
as  above  stated  from  the  answer. 

The  facts  of  Hicks  having  been  aware  of  the 
non-payment  of  his  purchase-money  into  the  Bank 
of  England ;  of  his  having  employed  Harbin  and 
Hooper,  and  afterwards  Hooper,  as  his  solicitors ; 
and  of  the  conveyance  having  been  retained  from 
him  till   1824,   appeared  from  the  evidence  of 
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Harbin.  The  circumstances  under  which  the  1881. 
possession  of  the  conveyance  was  obtained  by  the 
Appellants  and  their  late  co-trustee,  appeared  by 
two  letters  from  their  solicitor,  and  by  Harbin's 
evidence.  And  the  fact  of  Hicks  having  been 
assessed  to,  and  having  paid  the  land  tax  for  the 
premises  in  question,  was  proved  by  the  pro- 
duction of  the  land  tax  assessments,  by  the  evi* 
dence  of  Richard  Garrett,  and  by  that  of  Harbin 
on  the  1 3th  interrogatory. 

The  circumstances  under  which  the  mortgage 
security  of  the  6th  of  March,  1813,  was  taken  by 
the  Respondent,  and  the  insufficiency  of  the  pro- 
perty comprised  in  that  securily  to  answer  the 
prior  charges,  were  proved  by  tiie  passages  read 
out  of  the  answer,  and  by  the  evidence  of 
Attwood. 

By  the  decree  made  by  the  Lord  Chief  Baron 
on  the  12th  of  June,  1829»  it  was  ordered  that  the 
bill  should  be  dismissed,  and  that  the  injunction 
should  be  dissolved^ 

The  appeal  was  against  this  decree. 

For  the  Appellant, 

The  Respondent,  from  the  time  when  he  came 
of  age,  knowing  that  Robert  Hicks  had  some  years 
before  entered  into  a  contract  with,  the  respective 
guardians  for  the  purchase  of  the  before-mentioned 
lot,  and  had  paid  his  purchase-money  to  the  agent 
of  the  vendors,  and,  under. the  title  so  acquired, 
had  entered  into  possession  of  the  lot,  acquiesced 
for  more  than  seventeen  years  in  all  that  had  been 
so  done  .by  his  guardians,  on  the  one  hand  never 
questi(Hiing  or  disturbing  the  possession  of  Robert 
Hicks,  who  had  no  title  except  under  the  said  pur- 
chase^ aod,  on  the  other  hand,  dealing  with  the 
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lasK  pu'i*chase-Tnone7  as  his  own,  and  without  any  com- 
mnnication  on  the  subject  beii^  made  to  Robert 
Hicks^  and  thereby  expressly  adopting  die  said 
contract  of  sale  and  purchase. 

The  purchase-money  paid  by  Robert  Hicks 
being  in  the  hands  of  the  solicitor  and  agent 
of  the  Respondent^  was  for  many  years  treated 
and  recognized  in  the  dealings  and  accounts  be- 
tween them  as  the  money  of  the  Respondent; 
for  which  his  agent  was  answerable  to  him,  and 
was  not  kept  apart  from  the  other  monies  of  the 
Respondent,  but  was  blended  with  the  general 
mass  of  the  balance  due  to  the  Respondent  from 
Ins  agent. 

The  Reqwndent,  of  his  own  accord,  and  without 
any  communication*  with  Robert  Hicks,  took  from 
his  agent  a  mortgage  security  for  a  general  ba? 
lance^  of  which  the  purchase  money  paid  by 
Robert  Hicks  formed  a  part,  and  afterwards, 
having  filed  a  bill  to  foreclose  the  mortgage^ 
accepted  from  his  agent  a  conveyance  of  the 
equity  of  redemption  in  satisfaction  of  the  whole 
debt  so  secured,  and  released  him  from  all  de- 
finaids  in  respect  of  the  same ;  by  which  trans- 
actions the  whole  of  the  purchase-money  of  the 
lot  eoootracted  for  by  Robert  Hicks  has  been 
Mtisfied  to  the  Riespondent* 

This  was  not  a  case  of  acquiescence  on  the  part 
of  the  pdrchasetv  but  rather  of  the  vendor,  and  of 
adverse  possession  against  htm.  The  payment  of 
th^  land  tax  proves  little :  estates  sold  must  be 
6)r«mpt  from  land  tax.  It  only  proves  that  the 
ffurchaser  knew  there  was  an  imperfeetion— a  sale 
by  guardians,  with  an  incomplete  conveyance,  in 
1803.    The  iii£mt  came  of  age  in  1806,  aqik  his 
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knowledge  and  acquiescence  from  that  time  to  1 8^6  1881  • 
raises  an  equitable  title  in  the  purchaser.  He  had 
then  an  election  either  to  avoid  the  contract  or  to 
confirm  the  acts  of  the  guardians.  The  account 
with  Harbin  in  1813  is  conclusive  upon  this  point. 
He  is  thereby  treated  as  the  agent  of  the  guardians, 
the  vendors,  and  the  election  was  thereby  made. 
Harbin  thereby  became  the  debtor  of  the  Re- 
spondent He  gave  him  a  general  release,  and 
by  giving  time  to  him  he  released  the  purchaser. 

If  the  owner  of  a  legal  tilie  acquiesce  in  the 
possession  of  an  estate  under  an  equitable  right, 
he  is  thereby  bound  in  equity.* 

For  the  Respondent,^ 

The  premises  in  question  are  the  property  of 
the  Respondent,  and  be  has  not  by  any  contract 
or  any  dealing  with  the  Appellants  or  their  tes^ 
tator,  or  by  any  other  means  (if  any  other  means 
would  be  sufficient),  given  them  the  right  of  calling 
upon  him  to  relinquish  that  property  to  them. 

If  the  purchase-money  has  become  lost  to  the 
Appellants  or  their  testator^  that  loss  was  occasioned 
by  his  oWn  neglect,  fltid  is  id  no  manner  imputable 
td  the  Respondent. 

The  deaUng  with  the  agents  who  received  liie  flto^ 
ney  upon  the  sale  by  the  guardians;  didnotdestfoy 
the  right  of  the  Respondent  Nor  did  the  release 
injure  Hicks  or  the  Appellant :  their  resort  against 
the  agent  and  the  guardians  remained.  The  do&i 
trines  of  principal  and  surety  have  no  analogy  op 
application  td  the  case  *,  and  as  to  election,  it  is 
never  enforced  by  a' court  of  equity,  except  where 
tiie  party  is  fuUy  informed  of  hia  rights:   and 

*  SiUesy.  Cooper,  1  Adt.M. 
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18S1.      the  Respondent  >was   uninformed  'up  to  ilJate 
^  ^  '  '     period**    /.  .  ...     :.\  •  ;  ;  -  f .  i.  . 


4      y 


2Tfe  Z^rrf  Chaneettor.^^Tln»  was  a  case  in  which 
the  testamentary  guardians  of  an  infant  sold  part 
of  his  land  for  the  redemption  of  the  land  tax. 
The  Appellant  became  the  purchaser  of  one  of 
the  lots ;  and  he  was  bound  by  the  provisions  of 
the  act,  for  the  redemption  of  the  land .  ti^  to 
pay  the  purchase-rmoney  into  the  Bank  of  England, 
to  the. account  of  the  commissioners  for  managing 
the  national  debt  The  conveyance  is  made  void  by 
the  effect  unless  the  money  is  so  paid.  Payment 
by  a  purchaser  to  hi&  own  agent,  or  to  the  agent 
of  the  yc^or^  is  unavailing.  .  The  title,  hcKmrey^ 
a[ppaKently  complate  at  law,  is. void  under  th^^at;^ 
unless  the  price  of  the  land .  is'  paid  into  the  jBanki 
of  llnglahd.  In  this  case,  it  appears  that  the 
Appellant  paid  the  purchase-money  into  the  hands 
of  his  agent,  who  waa^  at  the  same  time,  the  agent 
of  the:vmidor ;  but,  as  the  agent  failed  to  pay.  the 
money  into  the  bsmk  as  directed:  by  the  ac!t,  and 
being  a  sale,  by  guardians  who  had  power  to  sell 
under  the  act  only,  the  title  at  .law  under  the  act 

was  invalid.'  The  sale  of  the  land: was  made  in  the 

•        •  • 

year  1800«  .The  Respondetit  ccsased  to  be  a  min<« 
in  1807*  Eighteen  years  after  that  time,  and.two 
yeus  before  .his  remedy  at  law  would  haVe.been 
barced  by  this  stiMaite.  of  limitation^,  he  brougltf  .an 
^ctment  to  recover  poss^ion  of  the  land;  and 
the  bill  in  this  case  was  filed  to  restrain  that  pro- 
ceeding. With  much  hesitation  on  the  point  of 
delay  and  acqiffescence  the  late  Lord  Chief  Baron  t 

•  Dillon  V.  Parker^  1  Swao.  859. 
t  Sir  Witaiaia  Alexsnder. 
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dismissed  the  bill;  and  1  am  disposed  to  concur  1831. 
in  that  decision,  although  I  differ  a  little  from 
him  as  to  the  grounds  of  the  judgment.  The 
question  was,  whether  the  Respondent,  having 
acquiesced  so  long  in  the  sale,  was  not  bound  in 
equity  to  complete  the  conveyance.  The  Judge 
in  the  Court  below  thought  that  both  the  parties 
were  chargeable  with  negligence.  But  it  should 
be  considered,  that  the  laches  of  a  party  out  of 
possession  is  not  similar  in  effect  to  the  laches  of  a 
party  in  possession  under  whatever  tide.  The 
acts  of  the  purchaser  are  most  to  be  regarded. 
He  paid  the  money  to  the  common  agent  of  both 
parties.  The  agent  omitted  to  pay  the  money 
into  the  bank ;  and  the  Appellant  knew  of  that 
omission,  since  he  continued  paying  the  land  tax 
on  the  lot  purchased  by  him ;  which  could  not  have 
happened  if  the  land  tax  on  the  whole  estate  had 
been  effectually  redeemed.  The  fact  that  the 
Appellant  knew  of  this  omission,  and  the  con- 
sequent defect  in  his  title,  is  the  principal  ground 
of  my  opinion,  which  does  not  rest  merely  on  the 
ground  of  the  non-payment  of  the  money  at  the 
bank.  The  judgment  ought  to  be  affirmed.  But 
as  the  case  was  considered  doubtful  by  the  Judge 
in  the  Court  below,  and  I  have  had  some  difficulty 
myself  upon  the  subject,  the  affirmance  should  be 
without  costs. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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IRELAND. 


(court  of  chancery.) 


Sir  Gerard  Noel  Noel,  Baronet,     Appellant^ 


GusTAvus  RocHFORT,  the  eldest" 
Son  and  Heir  at  Law  of  Gusta- 
vus  RocHFORT,  deceased }  Rich- 
ard RocHFORT,  Executor  of  said 
GusTAvus  RocHFORT,  deceased, 
and  Others 


Respoiidents. 


6.  Rochforti  upon  becomiog  a  partner  in  an  Irish  brewery, 
to  enable  him  to  bring  in  his  share  of  capital,  borrowed 
of  the  banlc  of  Noel  and  Co.  a  sum  of  10|0(XM.,  by  drawing 
bills  at  various  dates,  which  were  accepted  ^j  the  bank ; 
and  by  way  of  security,  executed  to  Noel  and  Co.  four 
bonds  for  250tf.  each,  payable  at  different  periods,  to- 
gether with  warrants  of  attorney,  on  which  judgments  were 
entered  up*  Shortly  after  the  formation  of  the  new  partner- 
ship, the  bank  of  Noel  and  Co.  called  upon  the  firm  to  give 
security  for  the  balance  due  to  the  bank  from  the  new  and 
the  old  firm,  and  thereupon  the  new  firm,  by  deed  assigned 
to  one  of  the  partners  in  the  bank,  in  trust  for  Noel  and  Co., 
the  premises,  on  which  the  firm  carried  on  business,  to  secure 
the  balance  due  and  future  advances.  A  bond  and  warrant 
of  attorney  for  40,00Q(.  were  at  the  same  time  executed  by 
way  of  collateral  security. 

This  deed  of  assignment  was  executed  in  1802» 

Immediately  M^r  the  execution  of  this  deed,  the  bank  called 
upon  6.  Bochfort  for  payment  of  the  10,000^  secured  by  the 
four  bonds,  Ac. ;  in  answer  to  which  application,  G.  Rochfon 
pleaded  inability  to  pay,  and  that  the  time  stipulated  for  pay- 
ment had  not  arrived. 

In  1804,  execution  having  issued  at  the  suit  of  the  bank,  against 
the  firm  for  a  sum  of  40,000{.  the  Respondent  O.  Rochfprt, 
at  the  instance  of  his  partners,  executed  to  the  bank  a  bond 
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1831.  ^o'  20>0(X)/.,  conditioned  for  the  execution  of  a  mortgage  for 

10,000^.  in  part  security  for  the  balance  due  from  the  part- 
nership to  the  bank.  At  this  time  a  treaty  of  compromise 
was  pending,  and  in  an  account  famished  by  the  bank»  of 
advances  to  the  new  and  old  firm,  to  the  amount  of  181,285^ 
the  debit  side  comprised  the  bills  for  10,000^.  accepted  by 
the  bank  when  G.  Rochfort  became  a  partner.  Terms  of 
composition  were  founded  upon  this  account,  and  in  May, 
1804,  a  mortgage,  pursuant  to  a  deed  of  compromise,  was 
executed,  by  which  the  Respondent,  G.  Rochfort,  conveyed 
estates  to  secure  to  the  bank  a  sum  of  lOflOOl. 

It  appeared  by  the  entries  in  two  pass-books,  that  the  bank  had 
debited  themselves  as  for  the  repayment  of  the  10,0(X)/.  se- 
cured by  the  four  bonds  for  2500/.,  and  that  the  cash  balance 
then  due  to  the  bank  by  the  old  firm,  being  20,OOOL,  waa 
thereby  reduced  to  10,000/.  On  the  25th  of  May,  1804,  a 
deed  was  executed,  by  which,  after  reciting  the  settlement  of 
accounts,  as  between  the  old  and  new  firm,  and  the  bank, 
and  the  compromise  with  the  new  firm,  and  the  security 
given  by  the  Respondent  G.  Rochfort,  as  part  of  that  com- 
promise, the  bank  released  all  and  every  the  partners  of  the 
firm  from  all  suits  and  demands,  on  account  of  any  sums 
lent  or  paid  by  the  bank  on  any  bill  of  exchange  or  other 
security,  on  account  of  the  old  and  the  new  firm,  or  either 
of  them,  or  any  transactions  relating  thereto. 

The  Respondent,  G.  Rochfort,  subsequent  to  the  execution  of 
the  deed  of  release,  had  made  several  payments  to  the  bank 
on  account  of  the  four  bonds.  But  on  application  for  the 
balance,  he  contended  that  the  bonds  were  discharged  by 
the  effect  of  the  entries  in  the  pass-book  and  the  deed  of  re- 
lease. The  bank  thereupon  filed  a  bill  to  foreckise  the  mort- 
gage, and  the  Respondent,  G.  Rochfort,  on  the  grounds 
above  stated,  filed  a  cross  bill  to  set  aside  the  mortgage,  as 
fraudulently  obtained,  or  that  the  payments  on  the  bonds,  as 
made  in  mistake,  might  be  set  off  against  the  monies  secured 
by  the  mortgage.  Upon  the  hearing,  an  account  was  decreed 
of  what  was  due  upon  the  mortgage,  giving  to  G.  Rochfort 
credit  for  all  monies  paid  by  him  to  the  Plaintift. 

Upon  appeal,  this  decree  was  reversed,  and  the  cross  bill  was 
dismissed,  but  without  prejudice  to  any  claim  which  G>  Roch- 
fort might  have  upon  the  Appellants  at  law,  in  respect  of 
payments  made  upon  the  bonds ;  and  without  prejudice  to 
any  right  which  the  Appellants  might  have  for  relief  in 
equity  as  to  the  release :  and  it  was  declared,  that  the  Ap- 
pellants were  entitled  to  a  decree  for  an  account  of  what 
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was  due  to  them  upon  the  mortgage ;  and  that  in  taking  8u6h  1S9'V» 
account,  6.  Rochfort  was  not  intitled  to  credit  for  payments 
made  in  discharge  of  the  bonds. 
After  this  order  of  reversaly  the  interest  in  the  mortgage  and  the 
bonds  was  transferred  to  the  Appellant ;  and  G.  Rochfort 
being  dead*  a  bill  was  filed  against  his  devisees  and  executors 
for  payment  of  the  demand  out  of  the  real  and  personal  assets 
of  G.  Rochfort ;  and  in  this  suit  the  same  points,  in  substance, 
as  in  the  original  suit,  having  been  raised,  it  was  by.  the  decree 
directed  that  the  parties  should  proceed  to  a  trial  at  law, 
upon  two  issues: — 1.  Whether  the  sums  secured  by  the 
bonds  were  paid  or  satisfied ;  and  if  not,  2.  Whether  the 
deed  of  1804t  was,  in  law,  a  release  of  the  sums  secured  by 
the  boodsv  Held,  on  appeal,  that  the  second  issue  being  a 
question  of  law,  and  not  of  fact,  could  not  properly  be  sent 
to  a  jury  for  decision. 


In  and  previous  to  1801  Sir  J.  H.  D'Oyley, 
J.  Sperling,  and  Edmond  Grange,  carried  on  busi- 
ness in  Dublin  under  the  firm  of  Edmond  Grange 
and  Co. 

Previous  to  1801  the  house  had  money  dealings 
with  the  Middlesex  bank^  which  was  composed 
of  the  Appellants  and  Nathaniel  Middleton  and 
Richard  Johnson,  deceased.  In  1801,  D'Oyley, 
who  was  indebted  to  the  bank  on  his  private 
account,  and  Sperling,  proposed  to  the  Respondent, 
G.  Rochfort,  to  become  an  anonymous  partner  in 
their  business ;  and  it  not  being  convenient  for 
the  Respondent,  G«  Rochfort,  to  advance  any 
large  sum,  D'Oyley  and  Sperling  proposed  to  pro- 
cure  the  Middlesex  bank  to  assist  him  to  raise 
money.  To  which  proposal  the  Respondent,  G. 
Rochfort,  acceded. 

On  the  8th  of  June,  1801,  an  agreement  was 
signed  between  the  Respondent,  G.  Rochfort,  and 
Grange  and  Co.,  by  which  it  was  provided  that 
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1831.  the  Respondent,  G.  Rochfort,  should^  upon  his  se- 
curity, establish  a  credit  to  the  amount  of  10,000^ 
for  the  use  of  the  firm.  Immediately  after  the 
execution  of  the  agreement,  D'Oyley  and  Sper- 
ling introduced  the  Respondent,  G.  Rochfort,  to 
Richard  Johnson,  the  acting  partner  in  the  Mid- 
dlesex bank,  who  offered  the  Respondent,  G.  Roch- 
fort,  a  credit  for  10,000/.  upon  the  security  of  four 
bonds  and  warrants  of  attorney,  to  be  executed  by 
the  Respondent,  G.  Rochfort 

On  the  3d  of  August,  1801,  bonds  for  the 
several  sums  of  25001.  each,  and  warrants  of  at- 
torney, were  executed  accordingly.  And,  as  of 
Trinity  term  preceding,  judgments  were  entered 
up  in  the  King's  Bench,  in  Ireland. 

The  bonds  and  certificates  of  judgments  were 
transmitted  through  Grange  and  Co.  to  the  Mid- 
dlesex bank :  the  bank  acknowledged  the  receipt 
of  the  securities  by  letter,  dated  the  ISth  of 
August,  1801,  and  that  they  had  placed  5000L  to 
bis  credit,  and  that  he  might  draw  in  favour  of 
Edmond  Grange  and  Co.}  and  thereupon  the 
firm  of  Grange  and  Co.  drew  five  bills  of  exchange 
on  the  bank,  at  different  dates,  to  the  amount  of 
10,000/. 

On  the  I6th  of  January,  1801,  articles  of  co- 
partnership were  executed  by  G.  Rochfort ;  his 
share  in  the  concern  amounting  to  9000/.  The 
new  firm,  under  the  name  of  E.  and  R.  Grange 
and  Co.,  carried  on  business  with  the  bank,  as 
the  old  firm  had  before  done,  and  no  new  account 
was  opened  by  the  bank* 

Four  months  after  the  formation  of  the  partner- 
ship, the  bank  called  on  the  new  firm  for  security 
for  bills,  which  had  been  discounted  for  the  new 
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firm,  and  the  balance  due  from  the  old  firm ;  and  by  issi. 
indenture,  dated  the  21st  of  June,  1802,  reciting 
the  advances  by  the  bank  to  the  old  and  the  new 
firm,  and  the  debt  then  owing,  the  members  of  the 
new  firm  assigned  the  premises,  on  which  they 
carried  on  their  business,  to  Johnson,  as  the  acting 
partner  of  the  bank,  in  trust  to  secure  all  sums 
lent  to  the  old  firm  or  the  new,  and  all  future  ad- 
vances, and  costs  and  interest  A  bond  and  war* 
rant  of  attorney  were  also  executed  for  40,000/.  as 
a  collateral  security,  and  judgment  was  entered  up 
on  the  warrant 

Immediately  after  the  execution  of  this  deed, 
many  pressing  letters  were  written  to  the  Re- 
spondent, G.  Rochfcrt,  by  the  desire  of  the  bank, 
urging  him  to  sell  part  of  his  estates  to  pay  off  the 
10,900/.  secured  by  the  four  bonds,  which  he  had 
executed.  In  answer  to  which  the  Respondent, 
G.  Rochfort,  on  the  3d  of  August,  1802,  wrote  a 
letter  to  Johnson,  the  acting  partner  of  the  bank, 
stating  his  inability  to  comply  with  the  request, 
and  representing  that  the  bank  had  accepted,  as 
security,  his  bonds  for  the  money,  which  was  not 
then  payable.  The  bank,  thereupon,  wrote  a 
letter  in  reply,  dated  the  26th  of  August,  1802, 
stating  that  their  intention  was  a  credit,  not  a 
loan ;  but  that  they  would,  if  possible,  procure  a 
loan  for  the  Respondent,  G.  Rochfort,  to  the 
amount  of  10,000/. 

The  Respondent,  G.  Rochfort,  was  then,  as  he 
alleged,  ignorant  of  the  bank  having  deducted  from 
a  cash  balance  in  their  hands  the  amount  of  the 
bills  drawn  for  the  10,000/.  secured  by  the  Re- 
spondent's bonds,  which,  as  he  alleged,  arose  from 
the  fact  that  all  affairs  of  the  firm  of  Grange  and 
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1831.      Co.  were,  with  the  privity  of  the  bank,  concealed 
from  him. 

In  February,  1804|  the  bank  issued  execution 
for  40,000/.  on  the  judgment  in  1802,  and  writs  of 
execution  were  delivered  to  the  sheriffi  of  six 
counties  in  Ireland  against  the  property  of  the  firm. 
The  Respondent,  G.  Rochfort,  was  thereupon  urged 
by  the  other  members  of  the  firm  to  pay  the  de- 
mands of  the  bank ;  and  Sperling,  in  a  letter  to 
the  Respondent,  G.  Rochfort,  with  the  privity,  as 
it  was  alleged,  of  the  bank,  pressed  the  Respondent 
to  comply,  otherwise  the  bank  would  levy  the  full 
amount  out  of  his  property. 

The  Respondent,  G.  Rochfort,  insisted  on  the 
acts  passed  in  Ireland  for  the  security  of  anony- 
mous partners.  But  the  attorney  of  the  bank  was 
permitted  by  the  other  members  of  the  firm  to 
examine  their  papers,  to  discover  any  act  which 
might  make  the  Respondent,  G.  Rochfort,  liaUe 
as  a  general  partner. 

It  was  alleged  by  the  Respondent,  G.  Rochfort, 
that  lyOyley  and  Edmond  Grange  proceeded  to 
London  to  consult  with  Richard  Grange,  Sperling, 
and  the  bank,  on  the  best  means  of  prevailing  on 
the  Respondent  to  secure  or  pay  the  debt  due  to 
the  bank :  that  the  members  of  the  firm  in  London 
represented  to  the  Respondent,  G.  Rochfort,  that 
the  bank  would  accept  security  for  80,000/. ;  and 
in  case  of  refusal,  that  the  Respondent,  G.  Roch^ 
fort,  would  be  established  a  general  partner ;  but 
that  the  Respondent,  G.  Rochfort,  still  refusing, 
Sperling  and  his  solicitor  in  England  stated,  that 
they  had  prevailed  on  the  bank  to  accept  43,000/., 
if  the  Respondent  would  secure  10,000/.  thereof. 

The  Respondent,  thereupon,  in  March,  1804, 
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executed  a  bond  for  20,000/.  as  a  security  for.  183U 
executing  a  mortgage.  At  this  time  a  treaty  for 
a  composition  was  proceeding,  and  it  appeared 
that  in  an  account  furnished  by  the  bank,  amount- 
ing to  ldl,S85/«  3s,  7d*  British,  as  cash  advances 
for  the  new  and  old  firm,  the  debtor's  side  of  tne 
account  contained  the  bills  drawn  for  the  credit 
of  10,000/,  given  to  the  Respondent,  G.  Rochfort. 
By  the  terms  of  composition  founded  upon  this 
account,  the  bank  agreed  to  accept  42,000/.  in 
satisfaction  of  their  demand,  in  the  following 
manner;  viz.  10,000/.  on  mortgage  by  the  Re- 
spondent, G.  Rochfort;  10,000/.  by  mortgage  of 
Sperling ;  15,000/.  by  mortgage  of  the  partnership 
property ;  and  7000/.  by  rent^charge. 

According  to  this  arrangement  deeds  were  pre.* 
pared  and  executed  in  May,  1804. 

D'Oyley  afterwards  went  to  India,  and  died. 
In  the  course  of  1804  the  Respondent,  G.  Roch- 
fort, was  requested  to  execute  a  mortgage  pursuant 
to  the  deed  of  compromise,  and  the  draft  of  a  mort*^ 
gage  was  laid  before  the  Respondent's  solicitor, 
who  made  alterations  which  were  not  allowed,  and 
the  Respondent,  G.  Rochfort,  executed  the  mort- 
gage deed,  as  originaUy  drawn,  by  which,  upon  a 
recital,  that  the  bank  had  advanced  monies,  and 
accepted  bills,  and  become  otherwise  responsible 
for  the  old  and  new  firm,  he  conveyed  to  the  Ap- 
pellants, Wedgwood,  Cutler,  and  Leake,  certain 
premises  to  secure  the  payment  of  10,000/.,  with 
interest  at  the  rate  of  51.  per  cent,  by  four  instal- 
ments of  25001.  each,  the  first  being  made  payable 
on  the  1st  of  January,  1809* 

On  the  part  of  the  Respondent  it  was  alleged 
that,  in  consequence  of  an  application  made  to 
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18SL  him  by  Grange  and  Co.  for  a  loan,  an  examination 
took  place  of  the  affairs  of  the  compsLnj ;  and  that 
it  appeared  that  when  the  Respondent,  G.  Roch<^ 
fort,  was  admitted  a  partner,  the  house  was  in- 
solvent, through  the  connection  of  the  firm  with 
the  Middlesex  bank,  who  gave  them  nominally 
credit  for  30,000/.,  but  never  made  any  advance 
of  cash. 

It  appeared  by  the  entries  in  two  pass-books  that 
the  bank  had  debited  themselves  as  between  them 
and  the  house  of  Grange  and  Co.  as  for  the  repay- 
ment of  the  10,000/.  secured  by  the  bonds;  and 
that  the  cash  balance  then,  as  alleged  by  the 
Respondent,  G.  Rochfort,  due  by  the  bank  to 
Grange  and  Co.  being  20,000/.,  was  thereby  re- 
duced to  10,000/. 

None  of  the  bills  brought  to  the  credit  of  the 
firm,  when  the  10,000/.  was  debited,  were  dis- 
honoured. 

On  the  back  of  the  indenture  of  the  Slst  of  June, 
1802,  appeared  an  indenture  of  five  parts,  made  on 
the  25th  of  May,  1804,  between  the  Middlesex 
bank  of  the  first  part,  Richard  Johnson  of  the 
second  part,  Sir  J.  D*Oyley  of  the  third  part, 
Sperling,  the  Respondent,  G.  Rochfort,  and  £.  and 
R.  Grange  of  the  fourth  part,  and  J.  Butler  of  the 
fifth  part,  which  recited,  that,  on  the  settlement 
and  balance  of  accounts  between  the  old  and  new 
firm  and  the  bank,  the  existing  firm  stood  indebted 
to  the  bank  in  considerable  sums  of  money,  and 
that  Sir  J.  D'Oyley  had  assigned  his  interest  in  the 
partnership  to  Butler,  and  that  the  bank  had  agreed 
to  release  Sperling,  the  Respondent,  G.  Rochfort, 
Butler,  and  E.  and  R.  Grange,  and  also  Sir  J. 
D'Oyley,  from  all  demands,  on  account  of  any 
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sums  of  money  then  due  to  the  bank  upon  the  1^31. 
balance  of  such  accounts  as  before  mentioned, 
upon  having  the  sum  of  35,000/.  with  interest,  and 
an  annual  sum  of  1000/.,  for  seven  years,  secured 
to  them  as  therein  provided.  The  deed  then  fur« 
ther  recited,  that  the  Respondent,  G.  Rochfort,  and 
Sperling,  had  secured  the  sum  of  20,000/.,  and  that 
the  remainder  of  the  42,000/.  should  be  secured  on 
the  brewery  and  other  concerns  of  the  firm.  The 
deed  th6n  witnessed,  that,  in  consideration  of 
35,000/.  to  be  secured  to  the  bank,  as  therein  ex- 
pressed, they  released  all  the  partners  of  the  firm, 
and  Sir  J.  D*Oyley,  and  their  representatives,  from 
all  suits  and  demands,  which  they  had  or  might 
have  against  the  partners  of  the  firm,  or  Sir  J. 
D'Oyley,  or  any  of  them,  on  account  of  any  sums 
lent  or  paid  on  any  bill  of  exchange,  or  other 
security  paid  by  them  on  account  of  the  first  or 
second  firm,  or  any  or  either  of  them,  or  for  any 
accounts,  transactions,'  matters,  or  things  relating 
thereto.  The  Respondent,  G.  Rochfort,  after  the 
date  of  the  release,  had  made  several  payments  on 
account  of  the  four  bonds  to  Johnson,  but,  as  he 
alleged,  in  ignorance  of  the  pass-books,  and  release 
and  entries  on  account  When  application  was 
made  by  the  solicitor  of  the  bank  for  the  balance, 
the  Respondent's  solicitor,  by  letter  of  the  35th 
of  October,  1805,  contended  that  the  bonds  were 
discharged. 

In  Michaelmas  term,  1805,  a  scire  facias  was 
issued  at  the  suit  of  Johnson  to  revive  one  of  the 
judgments  on  one  of  the  bonds,  to  which  the  Re- 
spondent, G.  Rochfort,  pleaded  payment,  and  there- 
upon no  replication  was  filed,  but  a  demurrer  put 
in  to  the  plea,  but  not  set  down  for  argument,  and 
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18S1«       afterwards  judgment  thereon  was  entered  against 
^^      Joluison,  and  no  further  proceedings  were  insti- 
»•  tuted. 

The  original  bill  filed  by  the  Appellant  on  the 
10th  of  July,  1810,  against  the  Respondent,  Gus- 
tavus  Rochfort,  prayed  an  account  of  principal  and 
interest  due  on  the  mortgage,  and  in  default  of 
payment  a  foreclosure. 

By  the  answer,  filed  on  the  21st  of  December, 

1811,  the  mortgage  was  impeached,  on  the  grounds 
of  fraud  and  collusion  between  the  bank  and 
Grange  and  Co.  to  charge  the  Respondent  with 
the  debt  of  that  firm ;  and  further,  that  the  pay- 
ments made  by  the  Respondent,  G.  Rochfor^  on 
account  of  the  bond,  were  made  in  ignorance  that 
the  bonds  had  been  dischaiged,  and  that  such 
payments  ought  to  be  taken  as  paym^its  on  ac- 
count of  the  mortgage. 

An  amended  bill  was  filed  on  the  23d  of  April, 

1812,  making  the  other  Respondents  parties  De- 
fendants, and  a  further  amended  bill,  in  1814, 
making  H.  N.  Middleton  a  Defendant. 

On  the  14th  of  April,  1815,  a  cross  bill  was 
filed  by  the  Respondent,  G.  Rochfort,  against  the 
Appdlants,  impeaching  the  mortgage,  on  the 
grounds  stated  in  the  answer  to  the  original  bill, 
praying  that  it  might  be  declared  void;  that  a 
reconveyance  might  be  executed,  and  that  an 
account  might  be  taken  of  the  sums  paid  on  the 
bonds,  with  interest  from  the  times  of  payment 
and  repayment  by  the  Appellants. 

A  decree  on  sequestraticm  was  pronounced  in 
the  cross  cause,  for  want  of  an  answer;  but 
answers  being  afterwards  put  in,  denying  the 
fraud  alleged  in  the  bill,   Uie  cross  cau9e  was 
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brought  to  issue  and  hearing  with  the  original       18S1. 
suit»  and  witnesses  were  examined  in  both  causes. 

The  causes  were  heard  before  the  Lord  Chancel- 
lor on  the  8th,  9th,  lOtib,  11th,  and  12th  of  De- 
cember,  1817 ;  &nd  it  was  decreed  that  an  account 
should  be  taken  in  the  original  cause  of  the  sums 
due  to  the  Plaintiffs  in  the  said  cause  for  principal 
and  interest,  and  costs  secured  by  the  mortgage  in 
the  pleadings  in  the  said  cause  mentioned ;  and  in 
taking  such  accounts,  that  the  Defendant  Rochfor t 
should  have  credit  for  all  and  every  the  sum  and 
sums  of  money  paid  by  him  to  the  Plaintif&y  or 
any  of  them,  and  that  the  same  should  be  applied 
first  in  keeping  down  the  interest,  and  afterwards 
in  the  reduction  of  liie  principal ;  and  that  the 
Defendant  should  pay  the  same  in  three  months 
after  the  confirmation  of  the  Master's  r^ort,  and 
thereupon  that  the  Plaintiff  should  reconvey  the 
premises  in  the  pleadings  mentioned  to  the  De* 
fendant,  and  deliver  up  to  the  Defendant  all  and 
every  the  books,  and  enter  up  satisfaction  on  the 
judgments  in  the  pleadings  in  the  said  original 
cause  mentioned.  And  in  default  of  sudi  pay- 
ments that  there  should  be  a  foreclosure  and  a 
sale,  and  that  the  parties  in  the  said  cross  cause 
should  abide  their  own  costs. 

From  this  decree  an  appeal  to  the  House  of 
Lords  was  presented,  which  was  heard  in  the  year 
18@@,  and  by  an  order  of  the  House  dated  on  the 
SOth  of  July,  1822,  it  was  ordered  and  adjudged^ 
that  the  decree  complained  of  in  the  appeal  should 
be  reversed*  And  it  was  further  ordered  and  ad- 
judged, that  the  cross  bill  filed  by  the  Respondent, 
Gustavus  Rochfort,  should  be  dismissed,  with  costs 
to  be  paid  to  the  Appellants,  without  prejudice 
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18S1.  to  any  claim  which  the  Respondent  might  have  on 
the  Appellants  at  law,  in  respect  of  payments  made 
by  him  towards  discharge  of  the  four  bonds,  bear- 
ing date  the  dd  of  August,  1801,  in  the  pleadings 
mentioned.  And  without  prejudice  to  any  right 
which  the  Appellants,  might  have  for  relief  in 
equity,  touching  the  release,  bearing  date  the  25th 
of  May,  1804 ;  and  in  the  original  cause  it  was 
declared,  ordered,  and  adjudged,  that  the  Appel- 
lants were  entitled  to  have  an  account  directed  of 
what  was  due  to  them  for  principal,  interest,  and 
costs,  on  the  mortgage  for  10,000/.  in  the  plead- 
ings mentioned,  with  the  usual  directions,  con- 
sequent thereupon.  And  that  in  taking  such 
account,  the  Respondent  was  not  entitled  to  have 
credit  for  any  sums  of  money  paid  by  him  to  the 
Appellants  in  or  towards  discharge  of  the  said 
four  several  bonds  of  the  Respondent,  dated  the 
3d  of  August,  1801,  or  any  of  them ;  without  pre- 
judice nevertheless  to  any  question  which  might 
be  made  on  behalf  of  the  Respondent  at  law,  or 
of  the  Appellants  in  equity,  touching  the  same. 
And  it  was  further  ordered,  that  the  Court  of 
Chancery  in  Ireland  should  give  all  such  orders  for 
carrying  this  judgment  into  execution  as  should  be 
necessary  and  just. 

The  original  cause  having  been  set  down  in  the 
Court  of  Chancery  in  Ireland,  on  the  order  of  the 
Lords,  on  further  directions  it  was,  on  the  l6th 
day  of  December,  1822,  ordered  and  adjudged  by 
the  Lord  Chancellor  of  Ireland  that  the  order  of 
the  SOth  of  July,  1822,  should  be  carried  into 
execution ;  and  accordingly  it  was  thereby  referred 
to  William  Henn,  one  of  the  Masters,  to  take  an 
account  of  what  was  due  to  the  Plaintifis  for  prin^ 
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cipal  and  interest  on  foot  of  the  mortgage,  bearing       1881. 
date  the  @6th  day  of  May,  1804«.     And  it  was 

further  ordered,  that  the  Master  should  take  an     * 

account  of  all  debts,  charges,  or  incumbrances 
aifecting  the  mortgaged  premises,  prior  to  the 
date  of  the  mortgage.  And  it  was  thereby  further 
ordered,  that  all  such  prior  creditors  should  have 
liberty  to  come  in  before  the  Master,  and  ascertain 
the  amount  of  their  demands. 

Charges  were  filed  by  several  persons  claiming 
to  be  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  decree,  as 
judgment  creditors  of  Gustavus  Rochfort,  prior  to 
the  date  of  the  mortgage  to  the  Appellant  and  his 
partners. 

Gustavus  Rochfort  died  on  the  24th  day  of 
January,  18S4,  leaving  the  Respondent,  Lieutenant- 
Colonel  Gustavus  Rochfort,  his  eldest  son  and  heir 
at  law,  and  several  other  children. 

On  the  10th  of  February,  ISSS,  a  receiver  was 
appointed  by  the  Court  of  Chancery  over  the 
lands  and  premises  comprised  in  the  mortgage  of 
1804. 

The  mortgage,  together  with  the  four  judgments 
by  deed,  bearing  date  the  1st  of  May,  1^17)  was 
assigned  by  the  Appellant,  and  Davison,  Templar, 
Middleton,  and  Wedgwood,  to  William  Frizwell, 
for  the  purpose  of  assigning  the  same  to  William 
Middleton  Noel  and  William  Leake,  in  trust. 

William  Frizwell,  William  Middleton  Noel,  and 
William  Leake,  by  indenture  bearing  date  the 
22d  of  June,  1822,  and  made  between  them  of  the 
one  part  and  the  Appellant  of  the  other  part, 
granted  and  assigned  to  the  Appellant  the  mort> 
gage  and  mortgaged  premises,  and  bonds  and 
warrants,  and  also  the  four  judgments. 
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18SU  Gustavus  Rochfort,  the  elder^  by  his  will  ap- 

pointed his  son,  the  Respondent,  Richard  Roch- 
fort,  with  others,  his  executors,  but  the  Respondent 
alone  proved  the  will. 

The  Appellant  and  his  partners  filed  a  supple- 
mental bill  and  bill  of  revivor,  in  the  original  cause, 
against  the  executors  and  devisees  of  Gustavus 
Rochfort,  and  proceeded  to  take  the  account  du 
rected  by  the  order  made  upon  the  appeal,  and 
the  Master,  on  the  8th  day  of  February,  1827, 
reported  that  there  was  due  to  the  judgment  cre- 
ditors of  Gustavus  Rochfort,  prior  to  the  AppeU 
lant's  mortgage,  a  sum  of  6656L  lis.  Ofd.,  and 
that  there  was  due,  on  foot  of  the  mortgage,  a 
sum  of  20,541/,  3^.  4d. 

The  cause  was  heard  on  the  report  on  the 
2d  of  June,  1827,  when  it  was  decreed,  that 
unless  the  Defendant,  within  the  time  thereby 
limited,  paid  the  sums  reported  due,  that  a  sale 
should  be  had  of  all  the  mortgaged  lands  and 
premises  for  payment  thereof. 

The  Appellant,  on  the  1st  of  July,  1824,  ex- 
hibited  his  original  bill  of  complaint  in  the  Court 
of  Chancery  in  Ireland,  against  the  Respondrats, 
stating  the  date  and  entry  of  the  judgments,  and 
thereby  prayed,  that  an  account  might  be  taken  of 
the  real  and  personal  estate  of  Gustavus  Rochfort, 
deceased,  and  also  an  account  of  his  debts,  funeral 
expenses,  and  legacies,  the  amount  and  nature 
thereof,  and  how  much  was  due  thereon ;  and 
whether  the  same,  or  any,  and  what  part  thereof, 
was  a  lien  on  his  estates,  and  that  an  account  might 
be  taken  of  all  incumbrances  affecting  the  estates ; 
and  that  all  persons  having  incumbrances  affecting 
the  estates,  might  be  obliged  to  come  in  and  prove 
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the  same  before  one  of  the  Masters,  and  that  the      I8di. 
priority  of  the  said  debts  might  be  ascertained, 

and  that  an  account  might  be  taken  of  the  four » 

judgments,  as  also  of  the  interest  and  costs  due 
thereon,  and  that  the  Appellant  might  be  paid  the 
same,  and  if  the  personal  estate  of  GustavusRochfort 
should  be  insufficient  to  discharge  the  same,  that 
in  such  case  the  several  lands  and  premises  in  the 
bill  mentioned,  and  all  other  the  real  and  freehold 
estates  of  Gustavus  Rochfort,  deceased,  or  a  com* 
petent  part  thereof,  might  be  sold  by  one  of  the 
Masters,  and  that  thereout  the  Appellant  and  the 
several  other  creditors  5f  Gustavus  Rochfort  might 
be  paid  their  demands  according  to  the  priority  of 
the  incumbrances,  and  that  all  necessary  parties 
might  in  such  case  be  obliged  to  join  the  Master 
in  such  conveyance  or  conveyances,  and  that  all 
necessaiy  and  proper  accounts  might  be  taken, 
and  that  the  assets  of  Gustavus  Rochfort  might  be 
marshalled,  and  that  the  several  persons  having 
incumbrances  by  judgment  affecting  the  estates  of 
Gustavus  Rochfort,  deceased,  should  be  paid  the 
amount  of  their  incumbrances  out  of  the  produce 
of  the  other  estates  of  Gustavus  Rochfort,  and  that 
the  lands  so  mortgaged  to  John  Wedgwood,  Henry 
Cutler,  and  William  Leake,  and  then  vested  in  the 
Appellant,  should  not  be  sold  for  the  payment  of 
such  incumbrances  until  after  such  sale  of  the  re- 
sidue of  the  said  estates,  and  that  for  such  purpose, 
the  said  estates,  save  such  mortgaged  premises, 
should  be  sold  by  one  of  the  Masters  of  the  Court, 
and  the  produce  thereof  applied  accordingly,  and 
that  in  the  mean  time  a  receiver,  &c. 

The  Appellant,  on  the  1st  of  December,  18j84, 
filed  an   amended  bill  against  the  Respondents, 
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1 83  K      and  thereby  set  out  the  will  of  Gustavus  Rochfort, 
and  prayed,  that  the  trusts  .^f  the  will  might  be 
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._  ^  carried  into  execution,  and  that  the  real  and  per- 
sonal  estate  of  Gustavus  Rochfort  might  be  applied 
in  payment  of  his  debts  in  a  due  course  of  ad- 
ministration, and  that  for  that  purpose  the  real 
and  personal  assets  of  Gustavus  Rochfort  might 
be  marshalled  according  to  the  course  of  the  Court, 
and  the  equitable  rights  of  the  Appellant  and  the 
other  creditors  of  Gustavus  Rochfort,  and  that  the 
deed  therein  mentioned  might  be  brought  in  and 
deposited  with  one  of  the  Masters  for  the  benefit 
of  the  Appellant  and  of  the  other  creditors  of  Gus- 
tavus  Rochfort,  and  that  the  trusts  thereof,  so  far 
as  the  same  were  consistent  with  the  rights  of  the 
Appellant,  and  of  the  other  creditors  of  Gustavus 
Rochfort,  might  be  carried  into  execution,  and  that 
the  biU  might  be  taken  as  an  amended  bill  of  the 
Plaintiff's  original  bill,  and  that  all  other  neces- 
sary and  proper  accounts  might  be  directed  at  the 
hearing  of  the  cause. 

The  Respondents,  Colonel  Gustavus  Rochfort 
and  Richard  Rochfort,  filed  their  answers  to  the 
bills,  and  impeached  the  bonds  and  judgments 
upon  the  following  grounds }  namely,  that  no  con- 
sideration was  given  for  the  bonds  and  judgments, 
because  the  Appellant,  or  his  partners,  never  ad- 
vanced any  loan  of  10,000/.  to  Gustavus  Rochfort 
on  the  security  of  the  four  bonds  and  judgments, 
but  merely  granted  a  credit  to  the  house  of  Grange 
and  Company,  for  which  they  were  to  stand  as  a 
collateral  security;  and  as  die  moneys  advanced 
upon  the  security  were  afterwards  duly*  paid  or 
liquidated,  the  liability  of  the  obligor  determined. 
And  that,  at  all  events,  they  were  released  by  the 
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deed  of  release  of  the  f5th  of  May,  1804,  and  ISSI. 
that  the  Appellant's  remedy  for  recoyery  thereof 
was  at  law,  which  remedy  the  Appellant  and  his 
partner  had  resorted  to^  and  failed.  And  that  if 
any  datmi  or  demand  existed  on  foot  of  the  bonda 
or  judgments,  the  Appellant  could  have  proved 
the  same  in  the  mortgage  cause,  under  the  decree 
to  account  in  that  cause,  aad,  tl^refore,  the  pro* 
ceedings  were  vexatious  and  litigious.  And  that 
the  mortgaged  premises  were  sufficient  to  pay  the 
mortgage  debt,  and  all  prior  incumbrances  proved 
m  the  cause^  and  judgments ;  and  they  pleaded 
the  release  in  bar  to  the  relief  sought  by  the  bitt 
touching  said  judgments. 

The  executors  of  6usta/vus  Rochfort  brought 
their  action  at  law  against  the  Appellant  and  his 
surviving  partners  in  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  id 
Ireland,  for  recovery  of  the  sums  paid  on  foot  of 
the  judgments.  But  priding  a  treaty  for  a.com» 
promise^  the  lands  were  sold  under  the  decree  to 
Andrew  Enms  for  26,000/.  British. 

Previous  to  the  filing  of  the  Appellant's  bill  a 
suit  was  instituted  in  Ireland  for  the  purpose  of 
currying  the  trusts  of  the  will  of  Gustavus  Roch- 
fort kito  execution,  and  for  an  account  of  his 
debta  and  legacies,  and  for  a  sale  of  a  competent 
part  of  his  estates  for  payment  thereof,  in-  which 
cause  there  was  a  decree  for  an  account,  which 
was  proceeding  in  the  Master's  office. 

The  Appellant  having  filed  a  replication  to  the 
Respondent's  answer,  issue  was  joined,  and  wit- 
nesses were  examined,  and  the  cause  came  en  to  be 
heard  before  the  Lord  Chancellor  of  Ireland  on 
the  19th  of  June,  1828,  and  it  was  thereiQ>o»  de- 
creed that  the  Respondent  should,  in  the  aittiDgf 
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1881.      of  the  then  next  term,  commence  a  feigned  action, 
in  His  Majesty's  Court  of  King's  Bench  in  Ireland, 
!L.*     against  the  Appellant,  to  which  the  said  Appellant 
should  forthwith  appear  gratis,  and  plead  the  gene- 
ral issue,  and  admit  of  all  matters  of  form,  so  that  a 
trial  at  bar  in  the  said  court  might  be  had  between 
the  said  parties  by  a  special  jury  of  the  county  of  the 
city  of  Dublin,  in  the  sittings  after  the  said  term,  to 
which  end  the  sheriffi  of  the  county  of  the  city  of 
Dublin  were  to  lay  before  one  of  the  Masters  of 
the  said  Court  of  Chancery  the  grand  pannel  of  free- 
holders of  the  said  county  of  the  city ;  and  he  was 
thereout  to  name  forty*eight  of  the  said  freeholders, 
and  thereupon  each  party  was  to  be  at  liberty  to 
strike  out  twelve,  and  the  remaining  twenty-four  of 
the  said  freeholders  were  to  be  the  jury  for  the  trial 
of  the  issues  following,  to  wit :  Jirst^  Whether  the 
sums  secured  by  the  four  bonds,  bearing  date  the 
Sd  day  of  August,  1801,  executed  by  Gustavus 
Rochfbrt  to  Richard  Johnson,  for  securing  the 
sum  of  2500/.,  were  paid  or  satisfied }  and  in  case 
the  jury  should  find  that  such  bonds  have  not  been 
paid  or  satisfied,  then,  secondly^  Whether  the  in- 
denture of  the  2Sd  day  of  May,   1804,   made 
between  the  Appellant  Gerard  Noel  Edwards,  then 
called  Gerard  Noel  Noel,  George  Templar,  Na> 
thaniel  Middleton,   Richard  Johnson,  and  John 
Wedgwood,  of  the  first  part;  the  said  |lichard 
Johnson  of  the  second  part;   Sir  John  Hadley. 
D'Oyley  of  the  third  part ;  and  John  Sperling,  Gus- 
tavus Rochfort,  Edmond  Grange,  Richard  George 
Grange,  and  John  Butler,  of  the  fourth  part ;  and 
Thomas  Cade  Battley  of  the  fifth  part,  in  the 
pleadings  mentioned,  was  in  law  a  release  of  the 
Buitts  secured  on  the  said  bonds;  and  with  liberty,  if 
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the  jury  should  find  that  the  said  bonds  had  been      183 1. 
paid  or  satisfied^  to  indorse  on  the  postea  the  times     ^l^ 
when  and  the  manner  in  which  the  said  bonds  were         «• 
paid  or  satisfied. 

From  this  decretal  order  the  present  Appeal  was 
brought 


Hie  Lord  Chancellor.  —  This  is  a  case  in  which  April  4th, 
there  is  something  to  correct,  if  the  appeal  should  ^®^^* 
be  dismissed  and  the  judgment  affirmed.  There 
was  an  error  committed  by  the  learned  Lord  Chan- 
cellor of  Ireland,  and  I  diink  this  may  be  a  con- , 
venient  time  to  state  the  mode  in  which  I  wish  to 
put  this  case. 

When  this  case  was  formerly  before  the  House, 
yourLordships,  after  ordering  the  decree  appealed 
from  to  be  reversed,  ordered  the  bill  filed  by 
Rochfort  to  be  dismissed  with  costs,  <<  without 
*' prejudice  to  any  claim  the  Respondent  might 
*<  have  on  the  Appellants  at  law  in  respect  of 
<<  payments  made  by  him  towards  the  discharge  of 
**  the  four  bonds  bearing  date  the  Sd  of  August 
^<  1801 ;  and,  further,  without  prejudice  to  any 
<<  right  that  the  Appellants  might  have  for  relief 
"  in  equity  touching  the  release  bearing  date  the 
«S5thofMay,  1804." 

The  question  seems  now  to  be,  whether  within 
those  two  clauses  of  the  remit  the  Lord  Chancellor 
of  Ireland  was  justified  in  taking  the  course  he 
did,  after  the  cause  was  remitted,  and  pronouncing 
the  order  appealed  from.  His  Lordship  directed 
these  issues  in  pursuance,  as  he  thought,  and  in  the 
right  understanding,  of  your  Lordships'  order ;  and 
upon  a  full  consideration  of  the  question,  which  by 
no  means  appears  to  me  in  any  stage  of  it  firee  from 
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18S1.  difficulty  and  considerable  embarrassment,  I  am 
inclined  to  think,  upon  the  whole,  he  came  to  a 
right  decision  in  considering  that  he  might  under 
that  remit,  in  order  to  execute  your  Lordships'  in- 
tentions, well  send  to  a  jury  issues  to  be  tried.  I 
therefore  shall  move  your  Lordships  to  affirm  the 
judgment  directing  those  issues,  as  being  pro- 
nounced in  conformity  with  the  judgment  of  this 
House,  though,  perhaps,  if  he  had  thought  another 
course  more  in  conformity,  I  should  not  have 
complained  of  it  j  but  I  do  not  think  he  has  gone 
out  of  the  meaning  of  the  remit:  I  think,  upon 
the  whole,  he  has  fulfilled  the  intentions  of  this 
House  in  directing  issues;  but  I  will  state  why 
I  think  the  judgment  cannot  stand  as  to  the 
issues  in  their  present  form.  The  first  issue  is, 
^<  Whether  the  sums  secured  by  the  four  bonds 
<<  bearing  date  the  3d  of  August,  1801,  executed 
"  by  Gustavus  Rochfort  to  Richard  Johnson,  for 
««  securing  the  principal  sum  of  9i500L  each,  have 
''been  paid  or  satisfied;**  and  in  case  the  jury 
shall  find  that  such  bonds  have  not  been  paid  or 
satisfied,  then,  secondly,  "  Whether  the  indenture 
'<  bearing  date  the  S5th  of  May,  1801<,  and  made 
^  between  the  several  parties  in  the  pleadings 
'<  mentioned,  was  in  law  a  release  of  the  sums 
<<  secured  on  the  said  bonds ;  and  with  liberty,  if 
<<  the  jury  shall  find  that  the  said  bonds  had  been 
**  paid  or  satisfied,  to  indorse  on  die  postea  the 
<<  times  when  and  the  manner  in  which  the  said 
*<  bonds  were  paid  and  satisfied." 

Now  I  can  understand  an  issue  directed  to  try 
whether  a  certain  sum  has  been  paid,  or  a  debt 
has  been  satisfied,  but  I  do  not  understand  an 
issue  o€  fact  directed  to  try  whether  a  certain  in- 
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strument,  in  the  pleadings  mentioned,  is  in  law  a  1851. 
release  of  a  certain  claim :  that  is  sending  to  a  jury 
an  issue  of  law.  I  shall,  therefore,  move  your 
Lordships,  that  while  you  affirm  the  judgment  in 
other  respects,  you  remit  with  directions  to  alter 
it  in  this  respect,  in  order  that  this  second  issue 
may  be  made  conformable  with  the  practice  of 
courts  of  equity  and  law,  whereby  an  issue  of  fact 
alone  can  be  sent  to  a  jury.  I  would  alter  the 
second  issue  by  leaving  out  all  the  words  after  the 
word  "  whether,"  down  to  the  words  "  release  of^** 
and  substitute  these  words,  <<  by  any  other  deeds 
<<  executed  or  payments  made,  or  in  any  other 
<'  way  the  sums  secured  on  the  said  bonds  have 
^  been  paid,  or  the  debts  created  by  the  said  bonda 
^  satisfied ;  and  with  liberty,  if  the  jury  shall  find 
*^  that  the  said  bonds  had  been  paid  or  satisfied,  to 
<<  endorse  on  the  postea  the  times  when  and  the 
^^  manner  in  which  the  said  bonds  were  paid  and 
*•  satisfied."  The  judgment  will,  therefore,  be 
affirmed  in  part,  and  remitted  quoad  ultra  with 
regard  to  the  second  issue. 


Die  LuDoe,  4  ApriliSi  1631. 
Ordered  and  adjudged,  that  the  first  issue  be  amended  by 
leaving  out  ail  the  words  after  the  first  word  '^  satisfied/'  and 
diat  the  second  issue  be  also  amended  by  leaving  oat  all  the 
words  after  the  word  **  whether,"  to  the  word  *' bonds,"  and  by 
substituting  instead  thereof  the  words  **  by  any  other  deeds 
executed  or  payments  made,  or  in  any  other  way  die  sums  se- 
cured on  the  said  bonds  have  been  paid,  or  the  debts  created 
by  the  said  bonds  released  or  otherwise  satisfied."  And  it  is 
further  ordered  and  adjudged,  that  in  all  other  respects  the  said 
order  and  direction  complained  of  in  the  said  appeal  be,  and 
and  the  same  are  hereby  affirmed:  and  it  is  further  ordered 
that  with  the  above  variation  and  amendment  the  cause  be  re« 
mitted  back  "to  the  Court  of  Chancery  in  Irdand,  to  procaed 
therein  as  ^ball  ba  CQQfllntent  thqreir^bf  v4  #•  ^>#  ^  if^ 
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IRELAND. 

(court  of  chancert.) 

William   Bouchier  and   Mar-1 
OARET  his  Wife,   and  Maria  V  Appellants ; 
Dalt,  Widow J 

Susanna  Dillon,  Widow,  Fran-  1 
CIS    Stefhei^     Dillon,     and  j-  Respondents. 
Charles  Dillon    ->    -     -    -  J 

In  a  sait  by  children  entitled  to  portions  against  the  executor 
of  their  father's  will,  whose  estate  was  charged,  with  the  por- 
tions, the  executor  being  guardian  of  the  children,  and  also 
a  creditor  upon  the  father*s  estate,  which  suit  was  continued 
against  his  representative,  certain  sums  were,  by  the  Master's 
Report,  found  due  to  the  estate  of  the  executor,  Ac* :  the  re- 
port of  the  Master  proceeded  upon  an  account  stated  and 
settled  between  the  executorand  some  of  the  children  entitled 
to  portions,  and  signed  by  them,  but  not  signed  by  the  Plaintilb 
in  the  suit.  The  report,  however,  was  confirmed ;  and,  after 
various  proceedings  in  the  suit,  upon  application  of  the  Plaintiib, 
leave  was  given  to  take  proceedings  for  reviewing  the  matter 
of  the  report,  upon  the  condition  that  the  Plaintifi  should 
pay  the  costs  of  the  proceedingt  or  otherwise  that  the  matter 
of  the  report  should  stand  confirmed.  Held,  on  appeal,  that 
the  Flaintifi,  not  having  complied  with  the  conditions,  were 
not  entitled  to  relief. 

After  a  petition  of  appeal  had  been  presented,  complaining 
only  of  one  order  of  the  Court  below,  leave  was  given  to 
extend  the  appeal  to  other  orders* 


By  articles  dated  the  17th  of  February,  I76S, 
and  made  on  James  Edward  Dillon's  first  marriage^ 


BOUCUXBft 
DILLOir. 
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it  was  agreed  that  if  there  should  be  more  than       I'ssi. 
one  child  of  the  marriage,  then  that  the  sum  of 
SOOO/.  should  be  secured  by  the  said  James  Edward 
Dillon  for  such  issue* 

Shortly  after  the  date  and  execution  of  the 
above  articles,  James  Edward  Dillon  executed 
his  bond  with  warrant  of  attorney  to'  Fergus 
Naghten  (a  trustee  named  in  the  articles),  in  the 
penal  sum  of  6000/i  conditioned  for  the  payment 
of  3000L  and  interest,  and  Fergus  Naghten  ob- 
tained judgment  thereon  in  Easter  term  1771* 

There  were  four  children  of  the  marriage, 
namely,  Patrick  Dillon  since  deceased,  the  Re- 
spondent Francis  Stephen  Dillon,  Catherine  Dillon, 
who  afterwards  married  the  Respondent  Charles 
Dillon,  and  Marcella  Dillon,  who  afterwards  mar- 
ried the  late  Defendant  Morgan  John  O'Dwyer. 

By  an  indenture  bearing  date  the  18  th  of  May, 
1771 »  being  a  settlement  made  upon  the  second 
marriage  of  J.  £.  Dillon,  he  charged  his  estates, 
real  and  personal,  with  a  sum  of  tOOOL  for  the 
children  of  that  marriage. 

James  Edward  Dillon  had  issue  by  the  second 
marriage  two  children  only,  the  Appellants  Mar- 
garet Bouchier  and  Maria  Daly. 
,  By  his  will  dated  the  34th  of  April,  I778,  he 
devised  his  lands,  &c.  called  Kye,  Sec  to  trustees 
and  their  heirs»  to  the  use  of  his  eldest  son  Patrick 
Dillon  for  his  life,  with  remainders  in  strict  settle- 
ment ;  and  he  directed  that  all  his  debts  should 
be  paid  out  of  his  personal  fortune  so  far  as  it 
wotUd  extend,  and  in  case  of  deficiency  he '  sub- 
jected his  real  estates  to  such  deficiency ;  and  aft;er 
bequeathing  to  hb  children  various  legacies  to 
be  paid  out  of  his  personal  estate,  but  in  case  of 
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iSSl.  ray  deficiency  charging  the  same  on  Im  amd  estaite, 
he  declared  liis  will  to  be  tixat  the  legacies  be- 
queathed to  bis  children  sbonld  be  in  lieu  and 
full  satisfaction  of  the  provisions  made  for  tfaent 
by  the  instraoients  executed  on  ^ts  marriages  re- 
spectively ;  and  as  to  all  the  vesidue  of  ikis  estate, 
real  and  personal,  Jie  devised  the  same  vnto  bis 
children,  excerpt  Patrick,  share  and  share  alik^ 
and  appointed  John  Dillon  and  Charles  French 
'  trustees  of  his  will  and  guardians  to  Imb  children. 

He  died  on  the  1st  oi  April,  17^  leaving  his 
Wife  Honora  Dillon,  imd  ius  sons  Patridc  and  Ste- 
phen Francis  Dillon,  atnd  his  daug^iters  Catherine 
aad  Marcella  DiQon  (the  issue  of  hiM  ficst  marriage), 
and  his  two  other  daughters,  the  Appdlants  Mar* 
garet  Bouchier  and  Maria  Daly,  his  issue  by  his 
second  marriage. 

James  Edward  Dillon  was  at  the  time  xif  his 
death  seised  a£  an  estate  in  fee  rimple  in  Ae  lands 
of  Kye^  CarrounaUy,  &c.  which  jEbrmed  the  Kye 
estate,  (sobject  to  a  charge  of  ISOOL  for  Mabie 
Naghten  otherwise  0*Fallaa,)  and  entitled  to  the 
lands  of  Kilbegiey  and  Ardnaehig  for  tenna  of 
years  renewaUe,  and  he  was  also  entitled  to  cer- 
tain other  lands  c^led  the  lands  of  Killeen  for  a 
term  of  years  which  expired  on  the  3st  of  May, 
1796$  he  was  also  possessed  of  other  .coosidendile 
pefSMil  efrt;itfte» 

He  bad  assigned  to  John  Dillon  his  interest  in 
the  lands  ijf  Kilhegley  by  way  of  mortgage,  as  an 
iademmty  against  a  bond  in  which  John  Dillon 
had  joined  him  to  the  trustees  of  Mable  Naghteni 
as  a  ftirther  aeoimQr  for  the  said  sum  of  1300A  i 
he  bad  also  aasigned  his  leasehold  interest  in  the 
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lands  of  Ardnaelog  to  John  Dillon,  as  an  kidem*  ISSI. 
mty  against  other  securities  in  which  John  Dillon 
had  tdso  joined  him  to  persons  of  the  name  of 
DoaHntck  French  and  Thomas  Bennett»  and  had 
ako  assigned  to  him  his  interest  in  the  lands  of 
Killeen  as  forlher  sndemiiity. 

Under  these  assignments,  John  Dillon,  in  the 
year  I78O,  entered  into  possession  of  the  leasehold 
lands  and  receipt  of  the  rents,  and  on  the  death  of 
the  testator  he  possessed  hkns^  of  all  the  testatoi^^ 
general  persmal  estate. 

Shortly  after  the  deat^  of  Jaises  Edward  Dillon, 
and  in  the  year  I782,  John  Dillon  filed  a  bill  in 
tiie  Goiut  of  Chancery  in  Ireland  against  the  Ap« 
pellants  Margaret  Boucbter  and  Maria  Daly«  and 
the  other  chfldren  of  James  Edward  Dil;)on  and 
ethers,  praying  that  an  aocoant  might  be  taken  of 
the  severad  debts  of  James  Edward  Dillon,  for 
which  he  John  Dilloci  bad  become  surely,  and  of 
the  payments  ipade  by  him  in  respect  thereof,  and 
1ihat  the  debts  should  be  paid  or  the  leasehold 
interests  s<Ad ;  and  also  ffx  an  account  of  the  reid 
and  personal  estate  of  James  Edward  Dillon,  and 
of  tl^  debts  aflfecting  the  same,  and  that  the  trusts 
of  his  will  might  be  carried  into  execution,  and 
the  estate  of  Kye  sold,  and  a  receiver  appointed  in 
the  meantime. 

^At  this  time  the  Appellants  Maigaret  Bouc^ier 
«nd  Maria  Daly,  and  the  other  children  of  James 
'Edward  Dillon,  were  infants ;  and  John  Dillon  the 
ioomplatnant  in  ^e  cause  put  in  their  answers,  and 
acted  in  the  suit  on  their  behalf. 
'  In  1784^  Tliomas  Kelly,  the  steward  of  John 
iHloD,  was  appointed  receiver  of  the  Kye  estate; 
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.18S1.      and  immediately  entered  into  the  receipt  of  the 
rents  and  profits. 

On  the  17th  of  February,  1786,  a  decree  was 
made  in  this  suit,  whereby  an  account  was  directed 
to  be  taken  of  the  real  and  personal  estates  of 
which  James  Edward  Dillon  died  seised  and  pos- 
sessed or  entitled  unto,  into  whose  hands  the  same 
came,  and  how  the  same  and  every  part  thereof 
had  been  applied  or  disposed  of  j  also  an  account 
of  the  sevend  debts  affecting  the  estate  of  James 
Edward  Dillon,  and  of  the  legacies  devised  by  his 
will,  and  how  much  was  due  thereon  respectively : 
and  the  other  creditors  of  James  Edward  Dillon 
.were  to  be  at  liberty  to  come  in  before  the  Master 
and  prove  their  demands. 

In  pursuance  of  the  decree,  the  Master,  by  his 
report  dated  on  the  25th  of  January,  1787>  found 
that  the  sum  of  17842.  6^.  lid.  was  due  to  John 
Dillon  on  the  foot  of  the  deeds  of  mortgage  in  the 
pleadings  mentioned. 

In  the  first  schedule  to  his  report,  the  Master 
found  that  there  was  due  to  John  Dillon  on  the 
SSd  of  August^  1786,  on  account  of  his  engage- 
ments as  surety^  for  James  Edward  Dillon,  the 
balance  or  sum  of  1101/.  S^.  6d. 

By  the  same  schedule  he  set  forth  the  particulars 
of  the  real  and  personal  estates  of  the  testator. 

In  the  second  schedule  he  set  forth  the  debts  due 
from  James  Edward  Dillon,  including  the  portions 
for  the  children  of  the  first  marriage,  and  the 
portions  of  the  Appellants  under  the  settlement 
on  the  second  marriage. 

This  report  was  confirmed  on  the  17th  of  Feb- 
ruary, 1787,  the  Appellants  Margaret  Bpuchier 
and  Maria  Daly  not  being  of  age. 
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On  the  3d  of  May,  1787,  the  cause  was  heard  1831. 
for  further  directions  upon  the  Master's  report, 
when  the  debt  owing  to  John  Dillon  from  the  SQd 
day  of  August,  1786,  to  the  17th  day  of  February^ 
1787»  the  time  of  confirming  the  report,  upon  a 
computation  directed  by  the  Court,  amounted  to 
the  sum  of  1444/.  4^.  5^d.  sterling ;  and  the  several 
other  sums  reported  due  from  the  said  James 
Edward  Dillon,  including  those  reported  due  to 
the  Appellants  Margaret  Bouchier  and  Maria 
Daly,  and  his  other  children,  were  also  computed. 
And  it  was  decreed  that  the  said  several  sums  and 
interest,  and  costs  due  and  to  grow  due  thereon, 
should  be  charged  on  the  real  estate  of  which 
James  Edward  Dillon  died  seised ;  and  that  accord- 
ingly the  Defendant  Patrick  Dillon  should  pay 
to  John  Dillon  the  sum  of  1444/.  4^.  5^.  with  in- 
terest for  the  same  from  the  17th  of  February, 
1787»  and  also  the  other  sums  to  the  other  credi- 
tors, &c.,  or  in  default  thereof,  that  the  mortgaged 
lands  of  Ardnaelog,  Kilbegley,  and  Killeen,  should 
be  sold  to  pay  unto  the  complainant  the  sum  of 
1444/.  4^.  dfe/.,  &c. ;  and  also  to  the  Defendants 
Thomas  Naghten  and  Hugh  Kelly  the  sum  of 
1401/.  2s.  7jfd.  i  and  that  the  lands  of  Kye,  Car- 
rounally,  &c.  should  be  sold  to  pay  the  other 
creditors  of  James  Edward  Dillon. 

In  the  year  1788,  the  leasehold  lands  of  Ard- 
naelog,  Kilbegley,  and  Killeen  were  in  pursuance 
of  the  decree  set  up  to  be  sold,  and  John  Dillon 
became  the  purchaser  for  the  sum  of  2000/.,  and 
continued  in  possession  and  receipt  of  the  rents 
and  profits  of  the  lands  of  Killeen  until  the  lease 
expired  in  the  year  1796,  and  of  the  rents  and 
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16S1.      profits  of  the  lands  of  Kilbegley  and  Ardnadog 
until  the  year  1804. 

The  rents  of  Kye  were  received  by  Thcmiaa 
Kdlyand  subsequent  receivers,  until  that  estate 
was  recovered  by  John  O'Fallan^  under  a  decree 
of  the  Court  in  the  year  1804. 

Honora  Dillon,  the  widow  of  James  Edward 
Dillon,  died  in  the  year  I79O ;  and  thereupon  the 
Appellants  Margaret  and  Maria  became  entitled 
to  payment  of  their  respective  portions  under  the 
settlement  upon  their  father's  second  marriage. 

By  orders,  dated  the  £Sd  of  February  and  19th 
of  June,  1793,  Thomas  Kelly  obtained  credit  in 
his  accounts  as  receiver  for  the  sum  of*  1 82^  4^.  9^., 
paid  to  Patrick  Dillon  and  the  other  children  of 
tiie  first  marriage,  through  the  hands  of  John  Dillon 
dieir  guardian. 

In  the  year  1794  the  Appell^mt  Maria  married 
Vesey  Daly,  since  deceased,  and  by  the  settle- 
ment on  her  marriji^e  her  portion  and  interest 
under  the  settlement  was  assigned  to  Michael 
Dundas  and  John  Bourke  in  trust  for  her  and  her 
husband  for  life,  and  afterwards  fi>r  her  children 
by  him,  to  be  equally  divided  between  them. 

In  the  year  1796  the  Appellant  Margaret 
married  the  Appellant  William  Bouchier,  and 
by  the  settlement  on  her  marriage  her  portion 
and  interest  under  the  settlement  was  assigned 
to  Sir  Thomas  French,  Bart,  Edward  Nc^ent, 
Alexander  Murry,  and  Latin  Fitzgerald,  for  her 
benefit  during  her  life,  and  s^llerwards,  as  to  the 
greater  part  thereof,  for  her  childnen. 

In  the  years  1797,  1798,  and  1800,  the  Appet 
lants  William  Bouchier  and  Margaret  his  wife  had 
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issue  three  children^  who  were  Uving  at  the  date      issi. 
of  the  appeal. 

Vesey  Daly  died  in  the  year  1804|  leaving  issue 
by  the  Appellant  Maria  three  children^  who  were 
also  livingi  at  the  date  of  the  appeal. 

Prior  to  the  year  1804  Marcella  Dillon  inter- 
married with  Morgan  John  O'Dwyer,  and  Cathe- 
rine Dillon  with  Charles  Dillon ;  and  by  a  settle* 
ment  executed  upon  Marcella  Dillon's  marriage^ 
certain  trusts  were  declared  of  her  portion. 

John  Dillon  died  in  the  month  of  April,  1804, 
leaving  the  Respondent  Susanna  Dillon,  his  widow^ 
sole  executrix  of  Jiis  will. 

Shortly  after  the  death  of  John  Dillon,  Susanna 
Dillon,  as  his  executrix,  granted  a  lease  of  the 
lands  of  Kilbegley  and  Ardnaelog  to  James 
Devine. 

On  the  11th  of  December,  1804,  the  Appellants, 
with  the  Respondent  Francis  Stephen  Dillon,  filed 
their  bill  against  the  Respondent  Susanna  Dillon, 
and  the  other  parties  interested,  stating  to  the 
effect  hereinbefore  mentioned,  and  praying  that 
the  Respondent  Susanna  Dillon,  as  executrix  of 
John  Dillon  deceased,  might  admit  assets  of  John 
Dillon  suflScient  to  answer  the  demands  made  by 
the  bill,  or  that  an  account  might  be  taken  of  his 
personal  estate  come  to  the  hands  of  Susanna 
Dillon,  and  that  John  Dillon  might  be  considered 
as  having  been  a  trustee  for  the  Appellants  Mar- 
garet and  Maria,  and  the  other  children  of  James 
Edward  Dillon,  as  to  the  leasehold  lands  of  Kil- 
begley, Ardnaelog,  and  Killeen,  and  that  the 
Respondent  Susanna  Dillon,  as  his  executrix, 
might  be  decreed  to  account  for  the  rents  and 
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18S1.  profits  thereof  during  the  time  he  was  in  pos- 
session thereof,  and  also  for  all  other  the  assets 
of  James  Edward  Dillon  which  came  to  the  hands 
of  John  Dillon :  the  bill  also  prayed  an  account  of 
the  debts  of  James  Edward  Dillon,  and  that  the  Re- 
spondent Susanna  Dillon  might  be  decreed  to  ac- 
count for  the  rents  received  out  of  the  real  estates 
of  James  Edward  Dillon  by  John  Dillon,  or  the  re- 
ceivers appointed  by  him ;  and  that  the  leasehold 
lands  of  Kilbegley  and  Ardnaelog  might  be  re- 
sold and  a  receiver  appointed  in  the  meantime; 
and  that  out  of  the  money  to  arise  from  such  sale 
and  from  the  other  property  of  James  Edward 
Dillon,  as  far  as  it  would  extend,  the  Appellants 
and  the  Respondent,  Francis  Stephen  Dillon,  and 
the  other  creditors  of  James  Edward  Dillon,  might 
be  paid  their  demands  according  to  their  priority. 

In  December,  1804,  a  receiver  was  appointed 
of  the  lands  of  Kilbegley  and  Ardnaelog,  who 
continued  in  the  receipt  of  the  rents  and  profits 
of  the  lands  until  June,  1812,  when  he  died ; 
shortly  after  which  event  the  Respondent  Susanna 
Dillon  obtained  possession  of  the  lands. 

The  cause  was  heard  on  the  22d  of  June,  1808, 
when  it  was  decreed  that  it  should  be  referred  to 
Mr.  King  to  take  an  account  of  the  sums  remain- 
ing due  to  the  younger  children  of  James  Edward 
Dillon,  for  their  respective  portions ;  and  also  an 
account  of  such  part  of  the  personal  estate  of 
James  Edward  Dillon  as  was  not  comprised  in  the 
account  already  taken  in  the  cause  of  DUlon  v. 
DiUofiy  or  which  had  been  received  by  John  Dillon 
subsequent  to  the  decree  in  that  cause ;  and  the 
Master  was  also  to  take  an  account  of  the  per- 
sonal estate  of  James  Edward  Dillon,  and  of  the 
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rents  and  profits  of  the  real  estates  received  by  1881* 
John  Dillon  subsequent  to  the  account  taken  in 
the  cause  of  Dillon  v.  Dillon;  and  if  the  funds 
should  not  be  sufficient  to  raise  the  portions,  that 
the  Appellants  Margaret  and  Maria,  and  the  De- 
fendants Morgan  John  O'Dwyer  and  Marcella  his 
"wife,  and  the  Respondent  Charles  Dillon,  as  the 
representative  of  his  late  wife  Catherine  Dillon 
deceased,  were- in  such  case  entitled  to  have  the 
leasehold  interests  of  Kilbegley  and  Ardnaelog: 
purchased  by  John  Dillon  resold,  &c. 

The  Master  made  his  report  on  the  2d  of  June, 
1810,  and  among  other  things  found  the  amounts 
of  the  portions  of  the  younger  children  of  James. 
Edward  Dillon,  under  the  articles  of  the  17th  of 
February,  I76S,  and  of  the  18th  of  May,  I771  j 
and  he  stated,  that  he  found  the  following  se-. 
curities  executed  to  James  Edward  Dillon  were 
not  comprised  in  the  account  taken  in  the  cause 
of  Dillon  V.  Dillon^  (to  wit)  a  mortgage  and  decree 
affecting  the  lands  of  Kilmore,  which  had  been 
assigned  to  James  Edward  Dillon  by  Thomas 
O'Connor  deceased,  for  the  principal  sum  of 
176s/.  4^.  9d.9  with  interest  thereon,  but  which, 
mortgage  debt  could  not  be  received  by  John 
Dillon,  inasmuch  as  Thomas  O'Connor  had  previ- 
ously assigned  the  same  to  Denis  Thomas  O'Brien 
of  Dublin,  who  was  in  receipt  of  the  rents  of  the 
mortgaged  premises  under  the  deed  of  assignment; 
and  one  other  debt  secured  by  mortgage  affecting  the 
lands  of  Fairfield  for  1500/1,  with  interest ;  he  also 
found  that  James  Edward  Dillon  died  possessed  of 
two  notes  of  Anthony  M'Huss  and  James  Nugent, 
which  John  Dillon  deceased  sold  to  the  Respond- 
""nl^  Francis  Stephen  Dillon,  for  his  promissory  note 
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l£^^      of  502.  which  8tiU  remained  unexpired ;  and  that 
subsequently  to  the  said  account,  pkte  of  James 
Edward  DiUon  pf  the  value  of  130L  10s.  came  to 
the  hands  of  John  Dillon  as  James  Edward  Dil* 
Ion's  executor,  and  that  he  also  received  the  sum 
of  10/.  for  a  brewing  pan,  and  the  sum  of  9^  2«. 
for  a  gun,  and  the  sum  of  S&7L  4i«  0^.  for  rents 
of  the  lands  of  Kilbegley  and  Ardnadog,  after  the 
taking  of  the  said  account  and  previously  to  the 
sale  of  such  lands  to  him,  and  which  suras  made 
together  the  sum  of  S56L  l6s.  O^d.  But  the  Master 
found  that  by  an  account  settled  and  signed  in  the 
month  of  July,  1790,  between  John  Dillcm  as  exe» 
cutor  of  James  £d\^ard  Dillon,  and  the  Re^Mmd- 
ent    Francis    Stephen    Dilldn,  the    Defendants 
Patrick  DiUon  and  the  late  Catherine  Dillon,  three 
of  the  children  of  James  Edward  Dillon,  John 
Dillon  as  such  executor  made  payments  for  and 
on  account  of  the  children  of  James  Edward  Dil- 
lon and  was  entitled  to  credit  for  the  sum  of 
1119/.  1,1^*  ^^d.f  which  left  a  balance,  aft»  allow- 
ing credit  for  the  sum  of  556L  I6s.  0^.  due  to 
John  Dillon,  amounting  to  the  sum  of  5521.  ISs.  Sd. ; 
and  the  Master  further  found,  that  James  Edward 
Dillon  was  seised  of  real  estates  of  the  yearly  value 
of  336/1  17^.  6e/.,  and  that  John  Dillon  received 
since  the  taking  of  the  accounts  in  DiUon  v.  Dilkm 
out  of  the  rents  of  the  real  estate,  firom  the  re- 
ceivers appointed  by  the  Court,    several  sums, 
amounting  to  3653/.  1^.  \l\d.^  and  that  he  had 
paid  and  disbursed  such  rents,  and  was  entitled 
to  credit  on  the  foot  thereof  for  the  sum  of 

4927/.  19^.  syi. 

By  the  schedule,  it  appeared  that  the  sum  of 
4927  A  19^.  S\d.  was  made  up  of  interest  paid  upon 
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the  portions  to  the  children  of  J.  E.  DiUon,  and       1881. 
bills  of  costs,  and  for  interest  on  the  sum  of  800/*»      ^ij^^i^ 
being  the  residue  of  the  SOOOL,  from  the  20th  of         •• 
November,  1790,  at  which  time  the  said  judgment 
was  assigned  to  the  said^  John  Dillon  deceased,  to 
the  I6th  of  May,  1810,  934/.  16^.  4(/.,   making 
together  the  sum  of  49^7/.  19^.  3^(/.,  and  v^hich 
Jeft  a  balance  or  sum  of  1274/.  17^«  ^^-  due  to 
John  Dillon,  in  respect  of  such  payments  on  the 
foot  of  the  Kye  rents. 

The  report  was  confirmed,  and  on  the  25th  of 
July,  1810,  the  cause  was  heard  for  further  direc« 
tions,  when  it  was  decreed  that  the  respective 
sums  reported  due  for  portions  were  charges  on 
those  leasehold  lands  of  Kilbegley  and  Ardnaelog, 
and  that  the  same  should  be  forthwith  paid,  or,  in 
default  thereof,  that  the  leasehold  interest  should 
be  sold  for  payment  of  the  sums  reported  due; 
and  that  an  account  should  be  taken  of  the  rents 
and  profits  of  the  lands  of  Kilbegley  and  Ard« 
naelog  received  by  John  Dillon  or  his  repre* 
sentatives  from  the  date  of  the  report  in  Dillon 
v.  Dillon^  and  also  an  account  of  all  sums  paid  by 
John  Dillon  deceased,  on  account  of  purchase 
money,  head  rent,  and  renewal  fines  of  the  lands ; 
and  the  consideration  of  all  questions  as  to  the 
assignment  and  disposal  of  securities  mentioned  in 
the  report  as  part  of  the  assets  of  James  Edward 
Dillon  were  reserved. 

In  pursuance  of  the  decree,  the  lands  of  Kil- 
begley and  Ardnaelog  were  set  up  for  sale  in  the 
month  of  December,  1810,  and  the  Respondent 
Susanna  Dillon  was  declared  the  purchaser,  for 
the  sum  of  4500/.  sterling. 

The   Respondent   Susanna   Dillon   paid   into 
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18S1.  Court  one  fourth  part  of  the  purchase  money  of 
4500/.  on  the  9th  of  July,  1811,  and  on  the  I4th 
of  July,  1812,  obtained  a  conditional  order  con- 
firming the  sale  to  her. 

On  the  15th  of  December,  1812,  an  order  was 
obtained  by  the  Respondent  Susanna  Dillon  for 
lodging  a  promissory  note  in  respect  of  the  remain- 
ing  three  fourths  of  the  purchase  money. 

Shortly  after  obtaining  this  order,  the  Respond- 
enl  Susanna  Dillon  entered  into  possession  of  the 
feasehold  lands  of  Kilbegley  and  Ardnaelog.    . 

On  the  12th  of  June,  1813,  Mr.  King  made  his 
report,  pursuant  to  the  decree  of  the  25th  of  July, 
1810,  and  thereby  stated  that  he  found  the  Master's 
report  in  Dillon  v.  Dillon  bore  date  the  25th  of 
January,  1787f  from  which  period  he  was  directed 
to  take  the  account;   but  as  he  found,   by  an 
account  of  1790,  mentioned  in  his  former  report, 
that  John  Dillon  (therein  called  Colonel  Dillon), 
had  debited  himself  with  the  sum  of  d97/«>  as  for 
the  rents  of  Kilbegley  to  the  1st  of  May,  1788,  he 
had  therefore  taken  up  the  account  of  the  rents 
from  the  1st  of  May,  1788,  and  he  found  there 
was  a  balance  of  1488/.  4^.  lid.,  due  by  the  Re- 
spondent Susanna  Dillon,  as  executrix  of  John 
Dillon,  for  rents  of  the  lands  of  Ardnaelog,  and 
a  balance  of  2557/.  10^.  due'  by  her  on  account  of 
the  rents  of  Kilbegley  ;  that  John  Dillon  was  de- 
clared the  purchaser  of  the  lands  of  Kilbegley  and 
Ardnaelog,  and  also  of  the  lands  of  Killeen,  under 
the  decree  in  the  cause  of  Dillon  v.  Dillon,  for  a 
sum  of  2000/.,  and  that  he  did  not  pay  any  part  of 
that  sum ;  but  he  found  that,  in  the  report  in  DiA 
Ion  V.  Dillon,  a  sum  of  1784/.  6s.  lid.  was  reported 
due  to  John  Dillon,   notwithstanding  he  found 
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that,  by  the  final  decree  made  in  the  cause  of  18S1. 
Dillon  V.  Dillon^  the  sum  of  1444/.  4*.  5frf.  only 
was  decreed  to  John  Dillon,  and  he  had  therefore 
given  the  Respondent  Susanna  credit  for  the 
sum  of  1444/.  4^.  b^d.  decreed,  together  with  in- 
terest thereof  from  the  time  of  the  decree  in 
Dillon  V.  Dillon  to  the  1st  of  May,  1813,  being  a 
period  of  twenty-five  years,  and  amounting  to  the 
sum  of  2066/.  8^.,  as  for  the  purchase  money  of 
the  said  lands«  And  the  Master  found  that,  Iby 
the  report  in  Dillon  v.  Dillon^  a  principal  sum  olf 
ISOO/.  was  reported  due  to  the  trustees  of  Mable 
Naghten,  therein  named,  with  interest  for  the 
saine  from  the  1st  of  November,  1783 ;  and  that 
John  Dillon  and  the  Respondent  Susanna  had 
paid  the  interest  on  the  sum  of  1300/.  from  the 
year  1785  to  the  year  1805,  being  a  period  of 
twenty  years,  and  amounting  to  1560/.,  for  which 
he  had  given  the  Respondent  Susanna  credit 
against  the  lands  of  Kilbegley,  Ardnaelog,  and 
Killeen ;  and  he  found  that  John  Dillon  received 
out  of  the  lands  of  Killeen,  being  one  of  the 
denominations  of  land  of  which  he  was  declared 
the  purchaser,  together  with  the  lands  of  Kilbegley 
and  Ardnaelog,  a  profit  rent  of  100/.  a  year  till 
the  determination  of  the  lease  of  the  lands  of  Kil- 
leen, being  the  period  of  eight  years,  and  making 
together  a  sum  of  800/.,  which  he  had  deducted 
from  the  sum  due  for  principal  and  interest  on  foot 
of  the  sum  of  1444/.  4^.  5f(/.,  and  the  sum  of 
1560/.,  paid  to  the  trustees  of  Mable  Naghten, 
which  left  a  balance  in  favour  of  the  Respondent 
Susanna,  on  foot  of  the  purchase  money  and  the 
interest  thereof,  and  of  the  interest  of  the  1300/., 
of  4S70/.  125.  5|(/.  i  and  that  after  giving  the 
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18SJ.  Respondent  Susanna  credit  for  the  sum  decreed 
to  John  Dillon,  in  the  cause  of  Dillon  v.  Dillon^ 
as  for  the  purchase  money  of  the  lands  of  Kil- 
begley  and  Ardnaelog,  with  the  interest  thereof, 
and  for  the  head  rents  and  renewal  fines,  and  for 
the  sum  of  1560/.,  interest  on  the  sum  of  1300/., 
reported  due,  in  the  cause  of  Dillon  v.  Dillon^  to 
the  trustee  of  Mable  Naghten,  and  paid  by  John 
Dillon  and  his  representative,  there  remained 
due  to  the  Respondent  Susanna,  as  executrix  of 
John  Dillon,  in  the  general  account,  the  sum  of 
824/.  17^.  4|rf. 

The  Appellants,  and  the  Respondent  Francis 
Stephen  Dillon,  excepted  to  the  report.  1st,  Be- 
cause the  accounts  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the 
lands  of  Kilbegley  and  Ardnaelog  had  been  taken 
from  the  1st  of  May,  I788,  only,  whereas  the  master 
ought  to  have  taken  the  accounts  of  such  rents  from 
the  25th  of  January,  I787 ;  and,  also,  because  the 
account  of  1790,  mentioned  in  the  report  excepted 
to,  was  not  evidence  against  the  Appellants  and 
the  Respondent  Francis  Stephen  Dillon  ;  and,  fur- 
ther, because  by  taking  up  the  accounts  of  the  rents 
and  profits  of  the  lands  from  1st  of  May,  I788, 
only,  the  Respondent  Susanna  obtained  credit  for 
a  greater  sum  than  the  sum  of  397/.  (397/.  4^-  O^rf.) 
mentioned  in  the  account  of  1790.  2dly,  Because 
credit  should  have  been  given  for  950/.,  as  for  the 
rents  of  the  lands  of  Killeen  from  the  1st  of  No- 
vember, 1786,  to  the  1st  of  May,  I796;  whereas 
credit  for  800/.  only  was  given  as  for  the  rents  of 
such  lands,  from  the  date  of  the  report  in  Dillon 
V.  Dillon,  up  to  the  1st  of  May,  I796.  Sdly,  Be- 
cause,  as  the  yearly  rents  of  the  lands  mentioned 
in  the  report  exceeded  the  interest  of  the  sum  of 
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1444/.  4s,  5|fl?.,  the  supposed  purchase  money,  the      ^j^» 
Master  ought  to  have  applied  the  rents,  nrst,  in 
discharging  the  interest  on  the  alleged  purchase 
money,  and,  next,  in  sinking  the  principal,  which 
he  had  not  done ;  and,  4thly,  Because  the  Master 
should  not  have  given  credit  to  the  Respondent 
Susanna  for  the  interest  of  the  sum  of  1300/.  in  the 
report  mentioned,  from  the  year  178^9  ^  against 
the  rents  of  Ardnaelog  and  Kilbegley,  in  preference 
to  the  Appellants,  and  the   Respondent  Francis 
Stephen  Dillon,  and  the  other  younger  children  of 
James  Edward  Dillon,  because  the  debt  for  the 
payment  of  interest  on  which  credit  was  given 
was,  together  with  the  interest  thereof,  decreed  a 
charge  on  the  real  estate  of  James  Edward  Dillon, 
by  the  decree  pronounced  in  the  cause  of  O^Fallan 
v.  Dillon^  and  was  subsequent  to  the  securities,  on 
the  foot  of  which  the  Appellants  and  the  other 
younger  children  of  James  Edward  Dillon  were 
reported  creditors ;  and,  because,  even  if  the  Re- 
spondent Susanna,   as  personal   representative  of 
John  Dillon  deceased,  was  to  be  considered  en- 
titled to  credit  for  the  interest  on  the  sum  of  1300/. 
as  against  the  lands  of  Ardnaelog  and  Kilbegley^ 
that  the  account  of  the  payment  of  interest  should 
not  have  been  taken  up  from  1785. 

The  exceptions  were  argued  on  the  17th  of  July, 
1813,  when  the  first  and  second  were  allowed,  and 
the  third  and  fourth  overruled;  the  fourth  ex- 
ception being  so  overruled  on  the  Respondent 
Susanna  undertaking  to  let  the  Appellants  and 
the  Respondent  Francis  Stephen  Dillon  stand  in 
her  place,  in  the  cause  of  0*Fallan  v.  Dillon,  in 
respect  of  the  indenture  in  such  exception  men- 
tioned. . 
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18Sj.  The  Respondent  Susanna  Dillon  also  excepted 

to  the  report,  because  credit  was  only  given  her 
for  the  sum  of  1444/.  4^.  5jrf.  and  interest :  whereas 
by  the  report  in  the  cause  of  Dillon  v.  Dillon,  the 
sum  ascertained  to  be  due  to  John  Dillon  amounted 
to  1784/.  6^.  lid. 

This  exception  was  allowed,  so  far  as  it  related 
to  sums  bondjide  paid  in  respect  of  the  children  of 
James  Edward  Dillon  then  before  the  Court. 

On  the  18th  of  November,  1814,  by  a  further 
report,  the  Master  took  up  the  account  of  rents 
from  the  1st  of  November,  1786,  and  he  found 
that  there  was  a  balance  of  1549/*  10^.  8(/.  due  by 
the  Respondent  Susanna,  as  executrix  of  John 
Dillon,  on  account  of  the  rents  of  Ardnaelog,  and 
a  balance  of  2790/.  due  by  her  as  such  executrix, 
on  account  of  the  rents  of  the  lands  of  Kilbegley. 
And  that  by  an  account,  which  appeared  to  have 
been  settled  in  the  year  1790,  between  John 
Dillon,  and  Patrick  and  Francis  (Francis  Stephen) 
and  Catherine  Dillon,  three  of  the  children  of 
James  Edward  Dillon,  John  Dillon  was  entitled  to 
credit  for  the  sum  of  90/.,  as  for  interest  paid  upon 
a  judgment  to  Dominick  French,  and  also  upon 
61/.  3^.  Qd.  as  paid  for  interest  on  James  Edward 
Dillon's  bond  to  Thomas  Bennett,  and  also  for  a 
sum  of  10/.  paid  for  Mr.  Daniel's  costs,  and  Do- 
minick French's  costs  of  three  judgments,  and  also 
28/.  10s.  as  paid  for  receiver's  fees,  and  3/.  5^.  lid. 
as  paid  for  the  county  charges  of  the  lands  of  Kil- 
begley,  said  several  sums  making  together  a  sum 
of  192/.  19^.  8(/.,  for  which  he  had  given  the  Re- 
spondent Susanna  credit,  the  same  having  been 
paid  by  John  Dillon  since  the  taking  of  the 
account  in  DiUon  v.  Dillon  j   and  the   Master 
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allowed  interest  on  this  sum  from  the  1st  of  July,       18S1. 
1790,  to  the  27th  of  June,  1814,  amounting  to     j^^^^ 
9801.  Is.  9rf.,  and  for  1442/.  and  195/*  due  to  John  ^' 

Dillon  i  he  gave  credit  to  Susanna  Dillon  as  for 
the  purchase  money  of  the  lands,  and  also  for 
the  interest  upon  the  sum  of  1300/.  from  the  year 
1785  to  1805,  being  a  period  of  twenty  years,  and 
amounting  to  a  sum  of  1560/.,  for  which  he  gave 
her  credit  as  against  the  lands  of  Kilbegley  and 
Killeen ;  and  deducting  950/.  profit  rent  received 
by  John  Dillon,  he  found  due  to  Susanna  Dillon, 
as  executrix,  a  final  balance  upon  the  general  ac- 
count of  1092/.  9^.  5d. 

Shortly  afler  the  date  of  this  report,  the  Appel- 
lants filed  an  exception  thereto,  insisting  that  the 
Respondent  Susanna  was  not  entitled  to  credit 
for  the  several  sums  of  90/.,  61/.  3s.  Qd.,  10/., 
28/.  10^.,  and  3L  lis.  5(/.,  for  which  several  sums, 
making  together  the  sum  of  192/.  I9s.  Od.^  and  for 
the  sum  of  280/.  1^.  9^*  as  for  the  interest  thereof, 
the  Master  had  given  her  credit  in  his  last  report, 
inasmuch  as  there  was  not  any  evidence  sufficient 
to  warrant  him  in  giving  credit  for  those  sums, 
and  inasmuch  as  it  appeared  by  the  report  in  the 
cause  of  Dillon  v.  Dillon  that  John  Dillon  got 
credit  therein  for  the  discharge  of  judgments  of 
Dominick  French  and  Thomas  Bennett  for  the  in- 
terest and  costs  of  which  the  several  sums  of  90/. 
and  61/.  Ss.  Qd.  were  credited  to  the  Respondent 
Susanna  in  the  last  stated  report. 

The  Respondent  Susanna  also  filed  an  exception 
to  the  last  stated  report,  on  the  ground  that  the 
Master  had  refused  to  give  her  credit  for  the  sum 
of  144/.  6^.  2(/.,  and  the  interest  thereof  paid  by 
John  Dillon  deceased  to  Patrick  Dillon  and  Francis 
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18S1.      (Respondent  Francis  Stephen)  Dillon,  two  of  the 
2!I!?Z!^     children  of  James  Edward  Dillon. 
^  On  the  6th  of  March,  1815,  the  exceptions 

were  overruled  as  to  the  sums  of  28/.  10^.  and 
S/.  5s.  11^.,  and  allowed  as  to  the  remainder.  And 
the  exception  taken  by  the  Respondent  Susanna 
Dillon  was  referred  back  to  the  Master. 

On  the  2d  of  May,  1815,  the  Master  made  his 
further  report,  and  allowed  the  Respondent  Su* 
aanna  the  sums  of  2SL  10s.  and  3/.  5s.  lid.,  with 
interest  thereof,  instead  of  the  sum  of  192/.  19^, 
and  gave  her  credit  for  the  sum  of  144/.  6s.  £{/., 
with  the  interest  thereof)  and  found  a  balance 
-due  to  her  on  foot  of  the  general  account  of 
1074/.  18^.  llrf. 

On  the  20th  of  June,  1815,  the  cause  was  heard 
on  the  reports  and  the  merits,  when  the  Respondent 
Susanna  Dillon  insisted  upon  being  entitled  to  a 
decree  not  only  for  the  sum  of  1074/.  18^.  lid. 
reported  due  to  her  by  the  further  report  of  2d 
of  May,  1815,  but  for  the  sum  of  800/.,  the 
alleged  unappointed  part  of  the  sum  of  SOOOL 
provided  for  James  Edward  Dillon's  children  by 
his  first  marriage,  un4er  the  assignment  made  to 
John  Dillon  of  the  judgment  for  the  latter  sum,  as 
found  by  the  report,  dated  the  2d  of  June,  1810, 
for  the  sum  of  552L  15s.  Qd.,  found  by  the  same 
report  to  be  due  to  John  Dillon  on  foot  of  the 
alleged  settled  account  of  1790;  and  for  the 
sum  of  1274/.  17^*  ifd.f  which  appeared  by  the 
last-mentioned  report  to  be  the  balance  due  to 
John  Dillon  in  respect  of  payments  thereby  found 
to  have  been  macfe  by  him  on  foot  of  the  rents  of 
the  Kye  estate,  in  consequence  of  which  claim  the 
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cause  stood  over,  with  liberty  for  Susanna  Dillon  to       18S1. 
petition  for  a  rehearing. 

The  Respondent  Susanna  Dillon  accordingly 
presented  a  petition  for  a  rehearing,  and  the  cause 
was  reheard  on  the  lyth  and  21st  of  May,  1816, 
and  thereupon  it  was  referred  to  Mr.  Connor  to  en* 
quire  and  report  whether  the  Respondent  Susanna 
Dillon  was  entitled  to  any  and  what  credit,  on  acr 
count  of  the  sums  of  800/.  and  5521. 15s.  2d. 

On  the  6th  of  July,  1 824,  the  Master  made  his 
report,  and  thereby  found,  amongst  other  things, 
that  Susanna  Dillon,  as  executrix  of  John  Dillon, 
was  entitled  to  credit  for  the  sum  of  800/.,  as  in 
the  report  dated  the  2d  of  June,  1810,  and  that 
the  sum  of  552L  15s.  2d.  appeared  to  be  the 
balance  due  to  John  Dillon,  on  foot  of  an  account 
mentioned  in  the  report  of  the  2d  of  June,  1810^ 
subsequent  to  the  account  taken  under  the  decree 
in  the  cause  of  DiUon  v.  Dillon^  by  and  between 
John  Dillon,  as  executor  of  James  Edward  Dillon, 
the  Respondent  Francis  Stephen  Dillon,  and 
Patrick  and  Catherine  Dillon ;  and  that  it  also 
appeared  that  the  account  was  relied  on  in  the 
answer  of  the  Respondent  Susanna  Dillon  to  tlie 
original  bill  in  this  cause,  and  by  her  answer  she 
claimed  credit  for  that  balance  in  any  account  to 
be  taken  in  this  cause ;  and  inasmuch  as  do  other 
circumstances  had  been  laid  before  him^  respecting 
the  sum  of  5521.  15s.  2d.,  the  Master  submitted 
t)o  sufficient  grounds  had  been  laid  before  him  to 
interfere  with  the  findings  in  the  report  of  the  2d 
of  June,  1810,  wherein  credit  was  given  to  the 
Respondent  Susanna  Dillon  for  said  sum  of 
5521.  \5s.  2d.    And  he  further  found,  that  th« 
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1831.  receivers  in  the  cause  of  JDiV/on  v.  Dillon^  under 
the  order  of  the  Court,  paid  over  the  balances  of 
their  accounts  of  the  rents  of  Kye,  from  time  to 
time,  to  John  Dillon,  as  appeared  by  the  third  sche- 
dule to  the  report  (of  the  2d  of  June,  1810), 
in  which  was  included  the  sum  of  934/.  16^.  4tf., 
as  and  for  interest  on  the  800/.  in  the  foregoing 
part  of  his  report  mentioned;  and  he  further 
found,  that  on  taking  the  account  of  the  several 
rents,  and  the  disbursements  made  thereout,  on 
foot  of  the  rents  of  Kye,  the  sum  of  1274/.  17^«  46?. 
appeared  to  be  the  true  balance  due  to  the  Re- 
spondent, Susanna  Dillon,  on  foot  of  the  account 
in  the  third  schedule  to  the  report  And  he  fur- 
ther found,  among  other  things,  the  sum  of 
4082/.  1^.  Id.  due  to  the  Appellant  Maria  Daly, 
and  to  the  Appellant  William  Bouchier,  in  right 
of  the  Appellant  Margaret,  his  wife,  the  sum  of 
4082/.  1^.  Id.  And  to  the  Respondent  Francis 
Stephen  Dillon,  under  his  charge  in  this  cause,  for 
principal  and  interest  to  the  5th  of  July  instant, 
the  sum  of  2015/.  2^.  5d. 

'  The  Appellants  filed  ten  exceptions  to  this  re- 
port. The  four  first  related  to  the  findings  as  to 
the  sums  of  800/.,  5521. 15s.  2d.,  and  1274/.  17^.  4fd. 
The  fifth  was,  because  the  Master  should  have  re- 
ported that,  if  the  Respondent  was  entitled  to 
credit  for  800i,  552/.  15^.  2rf.,  or  1274/1  17^.  4rf., 
that  the  Appellants  Margaret  Bouchier  and  Maria 
Daly  were  entitled  to  credit  against  the  same  for 
the  sum  of  982/.  6^.  9e/.,  on  foot  of  an  overcharge 
of  interest  in  the  third  schedule  to  Mr.  King's 
report  of  November,  1814,  from  the  year  1787  to 
•the  year  1814,  in  the  sum  of  I6d9/.  16^*  Id.^  and 
for  the  sum  of  S6L  9s.  also  on  foot  of  an  over- 
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charge  of  interest  in  the  report  of  Mr.  King  of  1851. 
May,  1815,  for  the  same  period,  on  the  sum  of 
144/.  6s,  ^d.y  and  for  the  sum  of  381/.  3^.  6i/.,  being 
the  amount  of  other  errors  in  the  last^mentioned 
reports  to  the  prejudice  of  the  Appellants ;  and 
further,  that  the  said  Master  should  have  reported^ 
pursuant  to  the  evidence,  that  the  Respondent 
Susanna  had  been  in  receipt  of  the  rents  of  the 
lands  of  Kilbegley  and  Ardnaelog  from  the  year 
1812  to  the  present  time,  and  had  received  several 
thousand  pounds  out  of  the  said  rents.  The  other 
exceptions  are  not  material  to  be  stated. 

On  the  11th  and  12th  of  July,  18S5,  the  cause 
was  heard  on  the  two  further  reports  of  Mr.  King, 
dated  the  18th  of  November,  1814,  and  the  2d  of 
May,  1815,  and  on  the  report  of  Mr.  Connor, 
dated  the  26th  of  July,  1824,  and  on  the  excep- 
tions to  that  report ;  when  all  the  exceptions  were 
overruled,  and  Mr.  Connor's  report  confirmed. 
And  it  was  declared  and  decreed,  that  the  Re- 
spondent Susanna  Dillon  was  entitled,  as  personal 
representative  of  John  Dillon,  to  the  several  sums 
of  800/.,  552/.  15*.  2rf.,  and  1274/.  17*.  4rf.,  with 
interest  on  the  sum  of  800/.  from  the  10th  of  May^ 
1810,  and  interest  on  the  sum  of  55%L  \5s.  2</., 
from  the  15th  of  July,  1790.  And  that  the  Re- 
spondent  Susanna  Dillon  was  entitled,  as  such 
personal  representative  of  John  Dillon,  to  the  sum 
of  1074/.  18*.  llrf.,  in  the  report  of  Mr.  King,  of 
the  2d  of  May,  1815,  mentioned,  with  interest 
thereon  from  the  date  of  the  report ;  and  it  was 
further  declared  and  decreed,  that  those  three 
sums,  with  interest  as  aforesaid,  and  also  the  sum 
of  1274/.  17*.  4i/.,  were  charges  upon  the  purchase 
money  of  the  lands  of  Kilbegley  and  Ardnaelog, 
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18SL      then  remaining  iii  the  bank  to  the  credit  of  this 
^"^^^'     cause,  &c. 

•r  On  the  ISth  of  December,  1826,  the  Appel. 

lants  presented  a  petition  to  the  Lord  Chancellor, 
praying  for  a  rehearing  of. the  cause;  and  the 
same  was  accordingly  reheard  on  the  23d  and 
SOth  of  November,  and  the  7th  and  13th  of 
December,  1826:  whereupon  it  was  ordered  that 
the  Appellants,  paying  to  the  Respondent  Susanna 
Dillon  such  costs  as  she  had  been  put  to  by  taking 
put  the  report  of  the  6tb  of  July,  1824,  and  the 
costs  subsequent  thereto,^  together  with  the  costs 
of  that  rehearing,  within  a  week  after  the  taxation 
thereof,  it  should  be  referred  to  the  Master  to 
review  the  reports  of  the  18th  of  November,  181i, 
the  2d  of  May,  1815,  and  the  6th  of  July,  1824, 
on  the  following  points :  viz.,  first,  as  to  whether 
the  Respondent  Susanna  Dillon  obtained  credit  in 
the  report  of  the  18th  of  November,  1814,  for 
interest  paid  to  the  trustees  of  Mable  Naghten 
on  the  sum  of  1300/.  from  November,  1785,  to 
the  1st  of  May,  1788,  and  whetlier  she  was,  in  the 
8ame  report,  debited  with  the  rents  of  Kilbegley, 
Ardnaelog,  and  Killeen,  during  that  period ;  and 
if  it  should  appear  to  the  Master  that  she  was 
debited  with  the  rents  of  the  lands,  and  credited 
with  the  interest  on  the  sum  of  1300/.  in  the 
settled  account  of  July,  1790,  from  the  year  1785 
to  1788,  then  and  in  such  case  the  debit  for  the 
rent  of  the  lands,  and  the  credit  for  the  interest 
from  1785  to  1788,  should  be  struck  dut  of  the 
debit  and  credit  side  of  the  reports  of  the  18th  of 
November,  1814,  and  the  2d  of  May,  1815: 
secondly,  as  to  whether  the  Respondeat  Susanna 
Dillon  obtained  a  double  credit  for  interest  on  the 
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said  sum  of  800/.  from  Noyember,  1790,  to  the  1st       is**- 
of  January,  17^3  j  and,  if  it  should  appear  that     ^^ 
she  had  obtained  such  double  credit,   that  the         *- 
Master  should  strike  it  out  and   rectify  the  re«* 
ports  accordingly : .  and  it  was  ordered  that  the 
Appellants  should  take  such  reference  at  their 
own  expense ;  and  in  case  they  should  decline  to 
pay  the  costs  thereby  ordered,  as  the  terms  of 
obtaining  such  review  of  the  reports,  the  decree  of 
the  12th  of  July,  1825,  should  stand  affirmed  with 
costs,  to  be  paid  by  the  Appellants  to  the  Re- 
spondent Susanna  Dillon. 

The  appeal  was  against  the  orders  of  the  17th 
of  July,  1813,  the  6th  of  March,  1815,  the  Slst  of 
May,  1816,  the  12th  of  July,  1825,  and  the  ISth 
of  December,  1826. 


Lord  Lyndhurst. — This  cause  has  been  depend-  15th  Go- 
ing now  for  a  period  of  twenty-four  years ;  it  has  ^*®'»  ^®^^' 
been   the  subject  of  six  decrees,   and  of  seven 
references  and  reports  of  the  Masters  in  Chancery 
in  Ireland.     It  appears  to  me,  that  it  is  time  that 
this  extended  litigation  should  come  to  a  close. 

The  question  arises  out  of  some  complicated 
accounts  and  transactions;  but  it  resolves  itself 
principally  into  three  main  points,  with  respect  to 
three  items.  The  first  item  is  a  sum  of  552/.  and 
.  a  fraction.  It  appears  that  an  account  was  settled 
between  John  Dillon,  whom  the  present  Re- 
spondent represents,  and  the  children  of  James 
Edward  Dillon:  upon  the  settlement  of  that 
account,  the  sum  of  552/.  and  a  fraction  was 
found  due  to  John  Dillon  j  that  account  was 
signed  by  the  childreni  and  was  aflerwardk^  in  the 


7^2  CASES  IN   THE  HOUSE  OF  LORDS 

1831.  course  of  this  suit,  submitted  to  the  Master.  The 
Master  made  it  the  basis  of  his  report.  That 
report  being  made,  no  exception  was  taken  to  it ; 
and  it  was  confirmed  upon  the  motion  of  the 
Appellants  themselves.  It  appears  to  me,  there- 
fore, too  late  to  enter  into  an  investigation  for  the 
purpose  of  unravelling  an  account  so  settled  and 
allowed  under  such  circumstances. 

The  next  is  an  item  of  about  1274/.  That  sum 
was  found  due  by  the  Master  in  the  same  report 
of  the  month  of  June,  1810.  It  was  a  sum  of 
money  that  was  taken  to  be  due  by  the  Master  in 
respect  of  money  advanced  by  John  Dillon  as 
trustee  on  account  of  a  litigation  depending  with 
respect  to  the  Kye  estate.  This  item  is  subject  to 
the  same  observation  that  I  have  made  with 
respect  to  the  former  item  j  namely,  that,  after  the 
Master  had  made  his  report,  allowing  this  item, 
no  exception  was  taken  to  that  report  on  the  part 
of  the  Appellant ;  and  the  Appellant  moved  and 
obtained  a  confirmation  of  that  report. 

The  third  item  is  a  sum  of  1074/.,  which  was  the 
balance  of  the  general  account  found  due  by  the 
Master  to  Susanna  Dillon,  the  representative  of 
John  Dillon.  That  was  found  by  a  subsequent  report 
of  the  Master,  dated  in  the  month  of  May,  1815 : 
no  exception  was  taken  to  that  report ;  and,  so  far 
from  an  exception  being  taken  to  that  report,  that 
report  was  also  confirmed  on  the  application  of  the 
Appellants  themselves.  After  this,  questions  arose 
whether,  among  other  things,  these  sums  did  not^ 
at  least  to  a  certain  extent,  consist  of  the  same 
particulars.  The  case  accordingly  went  back 
again  to  the  Master ;  and,  without  troubling  your 
Lordships  with  the  details  of  these  proceedings,  it 
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was  brought  on  upon  two  successive  occasions       1881. 
again  before  the  same  Master,  Mr.  King;  and  he 


was  of  opinion,  that  the  conclusions  he  had  oriirin-  ^ 
ally  drawn  were  correct;  but,  before  the  busi- 
ness was  finally  concluded,  it  unfortunately 
happened  that  Master  King  died :  in  consequence 
of  which,  the  matter  went  before  his  successor, 
Master  Connor.  He  went  through  the  whole 
matter:  the  whole  affair  was  investigated  before 
him ;  and  he  came  to  the  same  conclusion  which 
his  predecessor  had  drawn.  Exceptions  were 
filed  to  this  report;  and  the  whole  case  came 
before  the  Court  on  the  exceptions  and  on  the 
merits.  The  Court,  on  that  occasion,  overruled 
the  exceptions;  and  pronounced  its  decree,  I 
think,  in  the  year  18S5.  Thus  the  matter  stood. 
The  decree  pronounced  in  the  month  of  July, 

1825,  (assuming  the  report  of  the  Master  to  be 
correct ;  and,  upon  the  hearing  of  this  cause,  no 
case  was  made  out  against  it)  is,  I  think,  free  from 
objection. 

An  application  was  made  to  rehear  the  cause, 
and  permission  was  given  for  that  purpose,  and 
when  the  cause  came  on  upon  the  rehearing,  the  ' 
.  Appellant  was  desired  to  specify  his  particular 
objections  to  the  account ;  namely,  those  he  meant 
to  insist  upon.  That  specification  was  made,  and  in 

1826,  the  cause  came  on  for  hearing  upon  those 
specified  objections.  The  Court  overruled  several 
of  the  objections  that  were  so  specified ;  but,  in  a 
spirit,  I  think,  of  extreme  indulgence,  upon  certain 
conditions  with  respect  to  costs,  allowed  the  cause 
upon  certain  points  again  to  go  before  the  Master. 
The  Appellants,  however,  did  not  think  proper  to 
comply  with  those  conditions,  which  appear  to  me 
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18SI.  reasonable  conditions;  and  not  having  complied 
with  theoH  &nd  not  being  satisfied  with  the  order, 
they  have  appealed  to  this  House. 

Upon  hearing  this  case,  it  did  not  appear  to  me 
that  any  ground  was  established  for  impugning  any 
part  of  this  order;  and  as  to  the  conditions  imposed 
upon  the  Appellant,  they  seem  to  me,  after  the 
^t*  ;.  extensive  investigation,  and  after  the  various  en- 
quiries these  questions  have  undergone,  to  be  just 
and  reasonable  conditions,  and  the  party  not  having 
complied  with  those  conditions,  I  think  this  House 
will  be  of  opinion,  that  the  order  in  this  respect 
ought  to  be  confirmed. 

The  petition  of  appeal  originally  complained  of 
{his  order  only.  But  the  Appellant  submitted  to 
the  appeal  committee,  that  some  of  the  prior  orders 
were  so  connected  with  the  order  in  question,  that 
it  was  impossible  to  do  justice  to  his  case  without 
extending  the  appeal  to  those  former  orders.  The 
matter  was  discussed  before  the  appeal  committee, 
and  the  Appellants  were  allowed  to.  amend  their 
petition  of  appeal,  and  to  embrace  in  that  appeal  the 
^rmer  orders,  and  among  the  rest,  the  decree  of 
the  Court  of  the  12th  of  July,  1825.  I  have  already 
stated,  that  that  decree  does  not  appear  to  me  liable 
to  any  objection.  Under  these  circumstances,  the 
motion  I  should  humbly  propose  to  your  Lordships 
is,  that  the  last  order  appealed  from,  viz.  that  of 
X>ecember,  1836,  be  affirmed,  and  that  the  appeal 
be  dismissed  with  respect  to  the  former  orders  to 
which  the  petition  applies. 

Decree  affirmed,  and  appeal  dismissed  with 
100/.  costs. 
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IRELAND. 
(court  of  chancery.) 

Jennings  Patrick  MacCabe     -     -    Appellant :  y/[  ^  ^^^^^..^^^ 

Catherine   Hussey,  Peter  Mac-^I 
Cabe,   and  Edward  MacCab£9  I  »  «      ^    . 
Administrator  of  Francis  Mac  f  ^^P^'**^*- 
Case    ^.........j 

■ 

H.9  a  widow,  letting  lodgings  for  her  livelihood^  but  having 
expectations  of  considerable  property  which  would  devolve  * 

to  her  upon  the  intestacy  of  an  aunt,  who  was  in  a  state  of 
imbecilityy  induced  M.,  who  was  lately  called  to  the  Irish 
Bar,  upon  a  promise  to  give  him  a  third  of  the  property 
when  realised,  to  assist  her  in  obtaining  a  commission  of 
lunacy  against  the  aunt,  and  getting  herself  appointed  com- 
mittee of  the  person  and  estate  of  the  lunatic.  This  en* 
gageraent,  so  far  as  related  to  the  division  of  the  property^ 
was  embodied  in  a  deed,  dated  in  1818,  assigning  to  M.  one 
third  of  the  property  which  H.  should  become  entitled  to  on 
the  death  of  her  aunt.  M.  accordingly,  with  the  assistance 
of  his  brothers,  of  whom  one  was  a  physician  and  the  other  a 
student  in  surgery,  aided  H.  in  attaining  this  object,  and 
counteracting  the  opposition  of  an  adverse  attorney,  of  whose 
influence  H.  had  great  dread.  In  his  co-operation  to  this 
end,  M.  incurred  much  expense,  and  suffered  loss  in  his  /s 

professional  and  other  pursuits.  He  was  also  engaged  by 
H.  to  reclaim  a  son  of  H.,  who  had  run  away  from  school, 
and  enlisted  in  the  army  as  a  private  soldier.  This  son 
was  placed  under  the  care  and  inspectioa  of  M.,  but  his 
board,  &c.  was  paid  for  by  H.  The  commission  having 
been  obtained,  H.,  upon  the  death  of  her  aunt,  sold  out  one 
moiety  of  the  government  funds  which  constituted  the  bulk 
of  the  property,  and  paid  over  the  proceeds  to  M. ;  the 
other  moiety  of  the  funds  was  afterwards  transferred  by  H. 
to  M.  The  whole  amount  transferred  was  98,690f.  S  per 
Centa.  and  8|0(XX,  East  India  Stock.  In  1819»  shortly  after 
VOL.  V.  3  C 
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.1881.  the  date  of  the  transfer,  mutual  releases  were  executed 

^^"'"v'*^  between  H.  and  M.    In  1822,  H.  filed  a  bill  stating  the 

.     ^4uecAJW  facts,  and  that  she  had  brought  an  action  against  M.  for 

nnmn-  21,588/.,  being,  as  she  calculated,  the  proceeds  of  two  thirds 

of  the  funds  transferred  and  possessed  by  him,  and  praying 
that  he  might  be  restrained  from  setting  up  the  release  as  a 
defence  to  the  action  ;  that  it  might  be  declared  fraudulent 
and  void,  and  delivered  up  to  be  cancelled.    M.,  by  his 
,  answer  setting  forth  services  he  had  performed  on  behalf  of 
4^ '    H.  stated  a  will  made  by  H.  under  the  advice  of  her  soli- 
citor, and  various  promises  by  her  made  by  parol  and  in 
writing,  to  give  to  M.,  in  consideration  of  the  servicesy  one 
J  '  half  instead  of  one  third  of  the  property  to  which  she  should 
become  entitled  on  the  death  of  her  aunt;   and  he  con- 
tended, that  under  the  subsequent  agreements  he  was  entitled 
to  one  half  by  gift,  admitting  that  he  was  a  trustee  for  H. 
.  .^  to  the  other  half  of  the  funds.   In  January,  1828,  H.  filed 
*  an  amended  bill,  making  the  brothers  parties  as  accomplices 

in  the  fraud,  but  still  as  against  M.  praying  only  an 
accoupt,  aqd  relief  as  to  two  thirds  of  the  funds,  submitting, 
that  in  taking  the  accounti  a  liberal  remuneration  should  be 
allowed  to  the  brothers.  In  December,  182S»  H.  filed  a  bill, 
.  said  to  be  in  the  nature  of  a  supplemental  billy  praying  that 
the  deed,  of  1818,  aasigoing  to  M.  one  third,  and  the  release, 
migbt  be  set.  aside  and  cancelled,  and  that  he  might  account 
'  for  all  the  funds  transferred  and  monies  paid  to  him,  without 
any  allowance  for  services ;  and  it  was  decreed  accordingly, 
and  this  decree  aflirmed  on  appeal. 


Qn  the  8th  of  June,  1822,  the  Respondent, 
Catherine  Hussey,  filed  her  original  bill  in  the 
Court  of  Chancery  in  Ireland,  against  the  Appel- 
lant, and  thereby,  amongst  other  things,  stated  and 
chi^rgedf  that  some  time  previous  to  October,  1813, 
she  becAHie  acquainted  with  Appellant,  and  that  he 
obtained  her  entire  confidence,  and  that  she  en- 
trusted him  with  her  property  and  the  management 
of  her  afiairs;  that  about  the  beginning  of  1819 
lAiBf  aa  the.  only  next  of  kin  and  personal  represents 
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ative  of  her  then  late  aunt,  Mary  Brewer,  who  died      issu 
intestate^  became  entitled  to  the  personal  estate  of     ^^^^^^ 
her  said  aunt,   and,  amongst  others,   to  a  con.         *- 
siderable  sum  of  money  then  invested  in  the  public 
funds  in  England,  that  is  to  say,  33,690/.  8s.  4fd. 
three  per  Cent.  Bank  of  England  Annuities,  and 
3,000/.  East  India  Stock :  that  petitioner  had  per^ 
suaded  her,  previous  to  the  death  of  her  aunt,  to 
execute  a  deed  or  instrument  dated  the  first  of 
May,  1818,  whereby  she  assigned,  or  agreed  to 
give  or  assign,  to  the  Appellant  one  third  of  the 
property  to  which  she  should  become  entitled  on 
the  death  of  her  aunt,  and  that  after  the  death  of 
Mrs.  Brewer,  the  Appellant  induced  the  Respond- 
ent, Catherine  Hussey,  to  sell  out  one  moiety  of  the 
stock  and  funds,   and  to  pay  over  the  produce 
thereof  to  him,  and  to  transfer  to  him  the  other 
moiety  thereof,  he  claiming  to  be  entitled  to  one 
third  of  the  stock  and  funds  in  his  own  right  and 
for  his  own  benefit  under  the  deed  or  instrument^ 
and  assuring  her  that  he  would  hold  the  residue,  or 
two  thirds  thereof^  for  her  use  and  benefit,  and 
dispose  thereof  as  she  should  direct.     The  bill 
further  charged  that  the  Appellant,  not  satisfied 
with  one  third,  but  wishing  to  obtain  the  whole  of 
the  properties  of  Mrs.  Brewer,  a  short  time  after- 
wards, under  pretence  of  settling  an  account  with 
the   Respondent,   on  foot   of  other  transactions 
wholly  unconnected  with  the  two  thirds  of  the 
stocks  and  funds,  succeeded  in  causing  mutual  and 
general  releases  to  be  executed  between  them,  one 
by  the  Appellant  to  Respondent,  Catherine  Hussey, 
and  the  other  by  her  to  Appellant,  both  dated  on 
or  about  the  19th  of  May,  1819,  and  that  the 
Appellant  alleged  that  she  had  thereby  lo»t  all 
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18S1.  right  and  title  to  demand  from  him  tlie  proceeds 
of  two  thirds  of  the  stock  and  funds ;  that  she  was 
«•_  for  a  long  time  ignorant  of  the  effect  and  operation 
of  the  release,  and  that,  having  found  it  impossible 
to  procure  any  satisfactory  account  from  the  Ap- 
pellant of  the  proceeds  of  the  two  thirds,  she  had 
then  lately  caused  a  writ  to  be  issued  against  him 
out  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  in  Ireland, 
marked  for  the  sum  of  SI, 538/.  9*^.  2f  (/.  being  the 
sum  which,  as  she  calculated,  was  due  to  her  by 
Appellant  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  two  thirds  of 
the  fund,  and  that  Appellant  had  been  arrested  on 
the  writ,  and  was  then  in  custody  under  it. — That 
she  had  filed  a  declaration  against  Appellant,  and 
that  he  meant  and  intended  to  plead  and  give  in 
evidence  the  release  executed  by  her,  in  bar  of  the 
action.  The  bill  then  alleged  and  charged  divers 
matters  in  impeachment  of  the  release  so  executed 
by  her,  and  prayed,  among  other  things,  that  the 
Appellant  might  be  restrained  from  using  or  setting 
up  the  release  in  bar  or  defence  of  the  action,  and 
that  the  release  might  be  declared  fraudulent  and 
void,  and  delivered  up  to  be  cancelled. 

On  the  22d  of  July,  1822,  the  Appellant  filed 
his  answer  to  the  original  bill,  and  thereby  set 
forth  divers  essential  services  which  he  had  rendered 
and  caused  to  be  rendered  to  said  Respondent, 
Catherine  Hussey,  and  that  she  had  in  gratitude 
for  same  promised  to  confer  on  him,  not  one  third, 
but  one  half  of  all  the  property  which  she  might 
become  entitled  to  on  the  death  of  Mrs.  Brewer ; 
and  set  forth  the  circumstances  attending  the 
execution  of  the  deed  or  instrument  of  May^ 
1818,  and  set  forth  that  Respondent,  Catherine 
Hussey,  by  a  writing  dated  27th  October,  1818> 


ON   APPEALS  AND   WRITS   OF  ERROR.  7^9 

declared  her  intentions  that  her  said  aunt's  pro-  issu 
perty  should  be  equally  divided  between  her  and 
Appellant ;  and  that  by  a  writing  dated  at  Paris, 
2d  of  February,  ISlQi  after  the  death  of  said  Mrs. 
Brewer,  she  .confirmed  the  grant  of  one  half  thereof 
to  Appellant,  as  she  did  also  by  a  will,  prepared  at 
her  instance  by  her  then  solicitor,  Richard  Rudd^ 
since  deceased,  and  copied  and  signed  by  her; 
that  the  Appellant  had  delivered  up  to  her  the 
deed  or  instrument  of  May,  1818,  previous  to  her 
transferring  to  him  the  moiety  of  the  stock  and 
funds,  and  previous  to  her  sale  of  the  other  moiety 
thereof;  that  she  was  a  free  agent,  and  not  under 
controul  or  influence  in  making  the  transfer,  and 
Appellant  insisted  on  his  right  to  the  moiety  as  the 
free  gift  of  the  Respondent,  Catherine,  and  admitted 
that  he  was  a  trustee  for  her,  ^o  far  as  the  proceeds 
of  the  sale  of  the  other  moiety  of  the  stock  and 
funds  had  come  to  his  hands ;  and  by  his  answer  * 
he  set  forth  an  account  of  the  last-mentioned 
moiety,  and  admitted  a  balance  in  his  hands  on 
foot  thereof^  amounting,  after  disbursements  which 
he  was  entitled  to  take  credit  for  thereout,  to 
7,849/*  9s.  Id.  i  but  by  a  voluntary  agreement  of  the 
Appellant  to  pay  part  of  the  Respondent  Catherine's 
debts,  incurred  about  Mrs.  Brewer's  affairs^  such 
balance  was  increased  to  8,178/1,  and  in  proof 
thereof  and  in  support  of  such  credits,  the  Appel- 
lant referred  to  certain  letters  written  to  him  by 
the  Respondent'Catherine,  and  other  written  docu- 
ments; and  the  Appellant  denied  that  the  re- 
leases were  procured  by  the  means  in  the  bill 
charged,  and  said  that  they  were  intended  to  apply 
to  the  transfers  of  the  moiety,  and  to  certain  other 
money  transactions  which  had  previously  to  the 
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issi.  transfer  taken  place  between  the  Appellant  and  the 
Respondent  Catherine;  that  Rudd  knew  of  the 
transfer  at  the  time  when  he  prepared  the  releases, 
and  that  the  execution  of  the  releases  was  the 
voluntary  act  of  the  Respcmdent  Catherine,  under 
the  advice  of  Rudd.  By  the  answers  the  Appel- 
lant further  stated,  that  he  had,  out  of  the  balance 
of  8,178£  (with  respect  to  which  balance  he  ad- 
mitted himself  to  be  a  trustee  for  the  Respondent 
Catherine  as  aforesaid),  remitted  to  or  paid  for  the 
'  Respondent  Catherine  l,646iL,  and  ofiered  to  ac> 
count  with  and  procure  for  her  the  last-mentioned 
monies  with  interest;  and  he  declared  that  he 
would  rely  on  the  release  as  a  bar  to  the  action : 
and  Appellant,  further,  by  his  answer  stated,  that 
the  Appellant's  two  brothers,  Dr.  Peter  MacCabe 
and  Francis  MacCabe,  had  rendered  the  Re- 
spondent Catherine  great  services,  and  that  it  had 
been  agreed  to  compensate  them  with  a  sum  of 
3,000/.  each,  the  Appellant  to  pay  Peter,  and  the 
Respondent,  Catherine,  to  pay  Francis ;  and  that 
out  of  the  part  of  the  proceeds  of  Catherine's 
moiety  of  the  stock  and  funds  which  came  to  Ap- 
pellant's hands,  and  of  which  he  was  trustee  for 
said  Catherine,  he  was  entitled  to  credit  for  the 
sum  of  3,000/.  for  said  Francis. 

On  the  7th  of  January,  1823,  the  Respondent 
Catherine  filed  an  amended  bill  and  made  the 
Respondents  Peter  MacCabe  and  Francis  Mac- 
Cabe parties,  defendants  thereto;  and  by  the 
amended  bill  charged  a  variety  of  matters  impeach- 
ing the  deed  or  instrument  of  May,  1818,  and 
also  charged  that  Peter  and  Francis  were  accom- 
plices with  the  Appellant  in  divers  frauds,  by  the 
amended  bill  charged  to  have  been  practised  by 
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her  to  procure  the  deed  dr  instrument^  and  to       l88lf 
induce  her  to  rtiake^  the  transfer  to  the  Appellantt      ^^^^^^ 
and  to  place  the  proceeds  thereof  in  his  hands*    By      ^^ 
the  ameiided  bill  it  was  prayed  that  the  deed  of      """" 
1818  might  be  declared  fraudulent  and  void,  and 
set  aside,  and  that  an  account  might  be  tak#n  of 
two  thirds  of  the  stock  and  funds  transferred  ta 
the  Appellant,  and  that  the  Appellant  should  pay 
the  same  with  interest  to  her ;   and  that  in  case 
Appellant  should  by  his   Answer  insist  that  tho* 
stock  and  funds  so  transferred  to  him  were,  as  ta 
the  whole  thereof,  a  gift,  that  he  might  be  declared 
to  have  obtained  such  gift  by  fraud  and  undue  in- 
fluence, and  that  an  account  might  be  taken  of  the 
whole  proceeds  of  the  moiety,  and  whether  the 
same,  or  any  part  thereof,  had  been  paid  to  Francis 
MacCabe,  or  the  Respondent  Peter  MacCabe,  and 
how  much  the  Appellant  had  retained ;  and  that 
the  sum  due  on  such  account  should  be  repaid  to 
her  by  such  of  the  defendants  as  should  be  bound, 
to   do   so,  and  that  a  writ  of  Ne  Exeat  Regno 
might  issue  against  the  Appellant,  marked  for  the 
sum  Off  S6,340/.  British,  being,  as  by  the  amended 
bill  alleged,  the  value  at  the  price  of  the  day  of 
two  thirds  of  the  stock  and  funds  so  transferred^ 
and  of  the  proceeds  of  the  stock  and  funds  so  sold 
out,  and  handed  to  the  Appellant,  and  that  the  bill 
might  be  deemed  a  bill  in  aid  of  the  action,  and 
that  the  release  might  be  set  aside,  and  the  Appel* 
lant  decreed  not  to  set  up  the  same  on  the  trial  of 
the  action :  and  the  Respondent,  Catherine  Hussey, 
by  her  amended  bill,  submitted  that,  in  the  taking 
of  the  accounts  thereby  prayed,  the  Respondents, 
Peter  and  Francis  MacCabe,  should  be  allowed 
such  sums  as  they  should  respectively  be  found 
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18S1.  entitled  to,  and  as  should  be  an  adequate  and 
liberal  remuneration  to  them  for  their  respective 
services ;  and  that  an  account  might  be  taken  of 
all  sum  and  sums  of  money,  the  proceeds  of  the 
stock  which  had  been  her's,  and  which  came  to 
the  hands  of  Francis,  and  the  Respondent  Peter 
MacCabe,  and  when  and  from  whom,  and  under 
what  circumstances. 

On  the  8th  of  May,  1823,  the  Appellant  filed  his 
answer  to  the  amended  bill,  and  thereby  denied 
all  the  frauds  by  the  amended  bill  charged,  and  set 
forth  the  services  rendered  to  the  Respondent  by 
him  and  his  brothers ;  and  that  he  had  secured  or 
satisfied  the  sum  of  3,000^  to  Francis  MacCabe. 
Francis  MacCabe  filed  his  answer  to  the  amended 
bill  on  or  about  the  25th  of  June,  in  the  year 
1823,  and  thereby  also  denied  the  alleged  frauds, 
and  set  forth  that  the  Respondent  had  informed 
him  that  she  had  desired  the  Appellant  to  give  him 
or  lay  out  to  his  use  3,000A  as  a  compensation  for 
his  services-;  and  that  the  Appellant  had,  on  the 
I8th  of  May,  1819»  given  him  a  written  engage- 
ment to  pay  him  that  sum,  and  that  Appellant  had 
agreed  to  pay  him  200/.  a  year  as  long  as  that  sum 
should  remain  in  the  Appellant's  hands,  and  had 
paid  that  annual  sum  accordingly. 

The  Respondent  Catherine  not  having  proceeded 
in  her  action,  by  order  of  the  Court  of  Common 
Fleas  in  Ireland,  made  on  the  motion  of  the  Appel- 
lant,—-It  was  ordered  that  the  Appellant  should  be 
discharged  out  of  custody,  on  the  terms  of  his 
paying  to  the  solicitor  of  the  Respondent  Catherine 
Hussey  the  sum  of  8,000/.,  and  lodging  with  a 
trustee  an  additional  sum  of  2,500/^,  to  abide  the 
taking  of  an  account  in  the  order  mentioned,  which 
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order  the  Appellant  complied  with^  and  was  accord-       1881. 
ingly  discharged  from  custody,  on  the  10th  of  May, 
1823. 

On  the  3d  of  December,  18Sd,  the  Respond- 
ent filed  a  further  bill  in  nature  of  a  supplemental 
bill,  and  thereby,  among  other  things,  prayed  to 
set  aside  the  deed  of  gifl  of  May,  1818,  and  the 
release  of  May,  1819f  and  that  an  account  might 
be  taken  of  the  stock,  securities,  and  monies  of  the 
Respondent  Catherine,  assigned,  transferred,  and 
paid  by  her  to  the  Appellant  at  the  times,  on  the 
occasions,  and  in  the  manner  in  the  original  and 
amended  bills  mentioned ;  and  that  such  of  said 
defendants  as  should  appear  to  have  received  the 
same,  or  any  part  thereof,  might  be  decreed  to 
refund  the  same  to  her:  to  which  supplemental 
bill  the  Appellant  filed  his  answer  on  the  18th  of 
December,  and  afterwards,  on  the  ^th  of  May, 
1824,  filed  a  further  answer  thereto ;  and  on  the 
8th  day  of  February,  1824,  the  Respondent 
Catherine  Hussey,  filed  an  amended  supplemental 
bill,  to  which  Appellant  filed  his  answer  on  the 
9th  of  May,  1825 ;  and  on  the  same  day  Francis 
filed  his  answer  thereto.  The  Respondent,  Peter 
MacCabe,  who  had  been  absent  from  Ireland,  filed 
his  answer  in  the  cause  on  the  20th  of  May,  1826^ 
and  thereby  denied  all  the  frauds  by  the  Respondent 
Catherine  alledged,  and  also  stated  the  general 
nature  of  the  services  performed  by  him  for  the 
Respondent,  Catherine  Hussey,  and  his  loss  of 
time  and  prejudice  to  his  private  kSms  and  to  his 
prospects  in  life»  which  had  resulted  from  his 
attending  to  her ;  and  that  he  never  received  any 
compensation  for  the  same,  and  that  he  had  not 
any  interest  in  the  subject-matter  of  the  suit,  and 
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1081.  by  htfl  answer  disclaimed  and  reUnqujshed  all 
interest  in  the  sum  of  3,000/.  in  Respondent's  sup- 
plemental bill  mentioned.  Issue  was  joined  in  the 
suit,  and  witnesses  examined  on  the  part  of  the  Re- 
spondent, Catherine  Hussey,  and  of  the  Appellant^ 
and  also  on  the  part  of  Francis  MacCabe ;  but  no 
witnesses  were  examined  on  the  part  of  Peter  Mao^ 
Cabe,  and  he  was  examined  on  the  part  of  the 
Appellant,  to  disprove  the  allegations  of  the  bill 
and  support  the  averments  of  the  answer.  The 
cause  was  heard  in  May,  18S7»  and  the  depositions 
of  Peter  MacCabe  were  offered  in  evidence  on  part 
of  Appellant,  but  were  rgected. 

On  the  18th  of  June,  18£7»  a  decree  was  pro* 
nounced,  whereby  it  was  declared  that  the  deed  of 
the  9th  of  May,  1818,  and  also  the  release  of  the 
15th  of  May,  1819i  were  respectively  obtained  by 
the  Appellant  by  undue  influence  and  imposition 
on  the  Respondent,  Catherine  Hussey ;  and  it  was 
ordered  and  decreed  that  the  same  should  be  set 
aside ;  and  that  the  transfers  made  by  the  Respond* 
ent,  Catherine  Hussey,  to  the  Appellant,  on  the 
8th  and  12th  days  of  May,  1819f  of  one  moiety  of 
the  stock  and  funds  in  the  pleadings,  were  obtained 
by  the  Appellant  from  the  Respondent  by  undue 
influence  and  imposition ;  and  that  the  same  should 
be  set  aside:  and  by  the  decree  it  was  further 
ordered,  that  the  Master,  in  the  account  after  di« 
rected,  should  charge  the  Appellant  with  the  sum 
of  19f741/*  10&^  the  produce  of  the  moiety  of  the 
stock  transferred,  together  with  legal  interest  there* 
on,  from  the  dates  of  the  respective  sales  of  the 
stocks  by  the  Appellant,  until  paid :  and  it  was  re* 
ferred  to  the  Master  to  take  an  account  of  the  stock 
aod  funds  so  transferred  and  paid  to  the  Appellant 
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Francis  MacCabe,  after  the  making  up  of  the  IMU 
decree^  died  intestate,  and  Edward  MacCabe^ 
having  taken  out  administration  to  him,  the  R&r 
dpondent,  Catherine  Hussey,  on  the  4th  of  March, 
1828,  filed  a  bill  of  revivor,  and  the  cause  was 
revived  against  Edward  MacCabe  as  adminis- 
trator. 

The  Master,  by  his  report,  found,  that  on  the 
8th  of  May,  1819,  the  Respondent  transferred 
to  the  Appellant  16,800/.  3  per  Cent.  Annuities, 
equal  in  value  to  1S,020/.  7^*  ^d.  sterling,  which, 
with  6,060/.  Is.  8d.  interest  thereon  to  the  time 
aforesaid,  he  found  to  be  due  to  Respondent 
by  Appellant;  he  further  found,  that  on  the 
8th  of  May,  1819,  the  Respondent  transferred 
to  the  Appellant  5,000/.  4  per  Cent.  Annuities, 
equal  in  value  to  4,474/.  17^-  Gd.  sterling,  which, 
with  2,S56/.  Ss.  interest  thereon,  he  found  to  be 
due  to  the  Respondent  by  the  Appellant;  that 
on  the  12th  of  May,  1819,  the  Respondent  trans* 
ferred  to  the  Appellant  the  sum  of  1,5002L  East 
India  Stock,  equal  in  value  to  3,S50/.  Ss.  ster« 
Ung,  which,  with  1,625/.  2^.  6d.  interest  thereon 
to  the  time  aforesaid,  he  found  to  be  due  to  Re-^ 
spondent,  Catherine  Hussey,  by  the  Appellant  f 
that  on  the  14th  of  May,  1819,  the  Appellant 
received  from  the  Respondent,  Catherine  Hussey, 
the  proceeds  of  the  other  moiety  of  the  8  per 
Cent.  Stock,  4  per  Cent.  Stock,  and  East  Indian 
amounting  to  17,530/.  stock,  equal  in  value  to 
19,751/.  17^.  lOd. ;  whereout  he  paid  to  die  Re* 
spondent  Catherine  Hussey's  Bankers,  SfiOOL  for 
the  purchase  of  8,9^8  francs  60  cents  French 
Rentes,  leaving  a  balance  in  his  hands  of 
14,751i  175.  10(/.,  which,  with  interest  to  the 
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18S1.      15th  day  of  May,  1823,  amounted  to  the  sum  of 
17>702/.  5s.  4id.f  which  sum  he  found  due  on  that 
day ;  and  that  out  of  that  sum  of  17,702/.  5s.  4fd» 
the  Appellant   paid  the  Respondent,   Catherine 
Hussey,   the  sum  of  8,532/.  17^*  4^m  leaving  a 
balance  of  QylBQ/^  Ss.  due  by  the  Appellant  to 
the  Respondent,  Catherine  Hussey ;  together  with 
the  sum  of  2,789/*  0^.  6d.  for  interest  on  that 
balance,  from  the  15th  of  May,  1823,  to  the  time 
of  making  the  report ;  and  that  there  was  due  to 
Catherine  Hussey  769/*  3^.  6d.  for  her  taxed  costs ; 
and  that  the  Appellant  was  entitled  to  credit  for 
5,662/.  15^.  6d.9  for  various  sums  of  money  paid  to 
the  Respondent,  Catherine  Hussey,  or  for  her  use, 
together  with  interest  thereon  from  the  respective 
periods  of  payment  to  the  day  of  signing  the  re- 
port ;  he  .further  found  that  there  was  due  to  the 
Respondent,  Catherine  Hussey,  by  Appellant,  for 
principal  and    interest    and    costs,    the    sum  of 
44,115/.  17^.  5d. ;  and  that  3,600/L,  late  currency, 
part  of  the  said  sum  of  44,115/.  17^*  5d.^  had  been 
laid  out  by  the  Appellant  in  the  purchase  of  a 
judgment  debt,  for  the  principal  sum  of  3,600/., 
affecting  the  estates  of  Walter  Nangle,  Esq.,  and 
then  vested  in  Frederick  Manning  in  trust  for  the 
Appellant ;  and  that  s<^e  time  in  the  year  1819, 
the  Appellant  paid  to  Francis  MacCabe,  3,000/., 
with  which  sum  two  annuities  had  been  purchased, 
charged  upon  the  estates  therein  mentioned ;  and 
that  Francis  or  Edward  MacCabe,  his  Administra- 
tor, was  indebted  to  the  Respondent,  Catherine 
Hussey,  for  principal,  interest,  and  costs,  the  sum 
of  4,719/.  45.  4d. 

Three  exceptions  to  the  report  were  taken  on 
the  part  of  the  Appellant 
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The  exceptions  were,  —  18S1. 

First, — That  the  Master  had  charged  the  Ap« 
pellant,  in  the  account  taken  by  him  under  the 
decree,  with  the  several  sums  of  money  and  funds 
in  the  schedule  to  the  exceptions  particularly  men- 
tioned; notwithstanding,  it  appeared  upon  the  . 
evidence  laid  before  the  Master,  that  the  Appellant 
had  repaid  or  refunded  the  same  to  the  Respond- 
ent, Catherine  Hussey ;  and  that  the  Master  had 
no  authority  under  the  decree  to  enquire  into 
any  subsequent  disposition  of  those  funds  by  the 
Respondent 

Secondly, — That  the  Master  had  no  authority  to 
enquire  into  the  purchase  of  the  judgment  debt 
mentioned  in  the  report ;  and  if  so,  that  there  was 
not  evidence  before  him  to  warrant  the  report  in 
that  respect. 

Thirdly, — That  the  Master  had  not  authority  to 
enquire  into  the  purchase  of  the  annuities  ;  and  if 
so,  that  there  was  not  evidence  before  him  to  war- 
rant the  report  on  that  point. 

The  cause  was  heard  upon  the  report,  ex- 
ceptions, and  merits,  on  the  11th  of  August, 
1829;  when  the  exceptions  were  overruled,  and 
the  report  confirmed.  It  was  decreed,  that 
Catherine  Hussey  was  entitled  to  elect  to  take  the 
judgment  in  part  satisfaction  of  the  balance  of 
44,115/.  17^*  5d.,  reported  to  be  due  to  her  from  5 

the  Appellant:  and,  that  she  was  entitled  to  a 
specific  lien  for  the  sum  of  3,000/.,  invested  in  the 
purchase  of  annuities,  in  further  part  satisfaction  of 
the  sum  of  44,115/.  17^*  Sd. ;  and  that  the  Master  ^ 
should  take  the  necessary  accounts,  and  ascertain 
the  balance  due  to  the  Respondent,  Catherine  Hus»  *      ^H 

sey,  after  allowing  to  the  Appellant  the  sums  so  .^^  i 


^ 
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invested,  as  aforesaid,  iu  reduction  of  the  sum  of 
44,115/.  17«.  5d. :  and  it  was  further  decreed,  that 
the  Appellant,  Jennings  Patrick  MacCabe,  should, 
in  one  month  after  making  the  report,  pay  to 
Catherine  Hussey,  or  to  her  attorney,  what  should 
be  found  due  thereon,  together  with  the  subse- 
quent costs  of  suit,  &c. 

The  appeal  was  against  the  decree  of  the  18th 
of  June,  1827)  and  the  report  made  therecMi, 
and  the  decree  of  the  11th  August,  1829t  con- 
firming the  report,  and  overruling  the  Appellant's 
exceptions  thereto. 


The  Lord  CfutnceUor.  —  Upon  the  facts,  of  this 
case  a  jury  would  not  hesitate  in  finding  a  verdict 
for  the  Respondent,  Mrs.  Hussey.  That  the  Ap- 
pellant should  quit  his  profession  to  attend  upon 
her  is  singular  and  suspicious.  There  is  no  relation- 
ship between  them,  and  yet  she  is  addressed  by 
iiim  as  his  <<  dearest  aunt,"  and  he  is  **  her  dearest 
nephew."  The  unbounded  confidence  and  liber- 
ality of  Mrs.  Hussey  seem  to  be  founded  in  the 
merits  of  the  Appellant  in  reclaiming  her  son,  a 
wild  young  man,  who  was  converted  by  the  Appe- 
lant, as  it  is  alleged,  and  made  a  respectable  man. 
But  it  is  to  be  observed  that  the  conduct  of  this 
son  is  exaggerated  and  misrepresented.  In  this 
respect  the  case  resembles  that  of  Huguenin  v. 
^   ,  Bazeley  •,  where  the  conduct  of  the  plaintifi''s 

yj^Ji^w^^*-"-^     solicitor  was  misrepresented  by  the  defendant,  for 

the  purpose  of  getting  into  his  hands  the  manage- 
ment of  her  aflau^  V  The  evidence  of  Peter  Mac- 
abe,  in  this  instance,  was  properly  rejected :  but, 
^j^-ii-^iAdependently  of  that  e  videncevdxere  is  nioof  enough 

2,  ^^i^u^'^M: /^. !?/4 -y^^j^ 
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to  support  the  judgment.    The  transfer,  by  the      18S1. 
Appellant,  of  the  stock  from  the  name  of  Mrs.      ^xccjm 
Hussey  into  his  own  is,  of  itself,  almost  conclusive      „^ 
as  to  the  character  of  the  transaction. 

It  is  argued  that,  if  the  evidence  was  improperly 
rejected,  the  case  ought  to  be  remitted,  and  the 
question  reconsidered  upon  that  evidence,  with  a 
view  to  the  judgment.  But  the  rejected  evidence 
may  surely  be  considered  with  this  view,  viz.  in 
order  to  see  whether,  if  it  were  admitted,  it  would 
affect  the  opinion  of  the  House  in  forming  their 
judgment. 

This  is  the  habit  of  the  House,  sitting  as  a  court 
of  equity :  upon  questions  arising  in  courts  of 
law,  the  rule  may  be  different,  because  the  Court 
idoes  not  judge  as  to  facts  in  issue,  and,  therefore, 
cannot  try  what  effect  any  matter  of  evidence,  if 
admitted,  might  produce  upon  the  minds  of  a  jury. 
But  courts  of  equity  are  judges  of  the  fact  as 
well  as  the  law:  and  even  courts  of  law,  upon 
application  for  new  trials,  where  the  rejected  evi- 
dence is  obviously  immaterial,  exercise  a  discretion 
to  refuse  new  trials,  upon  the  ground  that  it  would 
be  useless. 

I  submit  to  your  Lordships,  and  move  that  the 
judgment  should  be  affirmed :  but,  under  the  cir- 
cumstances,  without  costs. 

Decree  affirmed. 
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Henry  Harris^  Esq.      ...    Appellant ; 

Charles  Kemble,  John  Saltern  *) 
WiLLETT,  John  Forbes,  Fran- 
CIS  Const,  William  Harrison, 
and  James  Trotter,  Esqrs.    - 


^  Respondents. 


H.  and  K.  W.  and  F.  being  entitled  respectively  to  shares  in  a 
theatre,  by  agreemeijit  between  them,  in  1822,  the  theatre  was 
let  to  K«  W.  and  F.  for  a  term  of  ten  years,  at  a  rent  of 
ISyOOOL  C,  who  had  also  a  share  in  the  theatre,  was  not  a 
party  to  this  agreement.  In  1823,  C.  filed  a  bill  against  H. 
and  K.  W.  and  F.,  stating  a  deed  made  in  1812,  between  the 
then  shareholders  of  the  theatre,  by  which  they  contracted 
with  each  other  that  the  funds  of  the  theatre  should  be  applied 
in  payment  of  debts,  of  which  some  remained  unsatisfi^,  and 
that  the  funds  were  now  applied  contrary  to  the  proTisions  of 
this  deed ;  upon  this  bill,  a  receiver  was  appointed,  by  order, 
in  1824b  This  deed  appeared  to  have  been  acte4  upon  for 
a  year  or  two,  but  not  afterwards*  As  soon  as  the  receiver 
had  been  appointed,  K.  W.  and  F.  gave  notice  to  determine 
the  agreement  of  1822,  upon  the  ground  of  the  appointment 
of  the  receiver,  and  that  they  had  no  notice  of  the  deed  of 
1812,  although  they  claimed  under  parties  to  that  deed. 

Upon  this  notice,  H.  filed  a  bill  against  K.  W«  and  F.,  and  also 
against  C.«  upon  the  ground  of  acquiescence,  to  compel  per- 
formance of  the  agreement.  Held,  upon  appeal,  that  a  court 
of  equity  ought  not  to  compel  specific  performance  of  the 
agreement,  because  false  or  erroneous  representations  as  to 
the  profits  of  the  theatre  had  been  made  by  H«,  with  a  view 
to  fixing  the  terms  of  the  rent,  and  also  as  to  the  terms  on 
which  a  box  had  been  let,  although  the  Defendants  had 
access  to  the  books  of  account,  from  which  the  real  state  of 
the  profits  might  be  ascertained,  and  had  been  two  years  in 
possession  under  the  agreement,  and  made  alterations  in  the 
theatre  and  the  management  of  it,  by  which,  as  the  Plaintiff 
contended,  his  interest  was  affected. 


In  the  month  of  March,  1822,  the  Appellant, 
ivho  was  Plaintiff  in  the  suit  which  was  the  subject 
of  this  appeal,  was  entitled  to  fourteen  twenty, 
fourth  shares  of  the  property  of  Covent  Garden 
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Theatre.      The  Respondents,    Kemble,    WUlett,       18S1. 
and  Forbes,  who  were  Defendants,  were   then 
entitled  together  to  seven  twenty-jRnirth  shares, 
and    Mr.  Const,   another  Defendant,   was  then 
entitled  for  life  to  the  remaining  three  twenty-  -■ 
fourth  shares;    and  the  reversion  of  these  three 
twenty-fourths  was  then  vested  in  persons  claim- 
ing under  the  will  of  Mrs.  Martindale,  to  whom 
the    Defendant   Const  was   executor.      On  the 
11th  of  March,  1822,  the  Plaintiff  and  the  De^ 
fendants,  Kemble,  Willett,  and  Forbes,  entered 
into  the  agreement  which  was  the  subject  of  the 
suit  out  of  which  the  appeal  arose.    The  efiect 
of  this    agreement   was,    that   the   Defendants, 
Kemble,  Willett,  and  Forbes,   as  between  them- 
selves and  the  Plaintiff,  should  be  considered  as 
the  lessees  of  the  theatre  for  a  term  of  ten  years, 
to  be  computed  retrospectively  from  the  1st  of* 
August,  1821,  at  a  rent  of  12,000/.,  which  would, 
in  effect,  be  to  give  the  Plaintiff,  during  that  term, 
by  way  of  rent  for  his  shares,  the  annual  sum  of 
7000/i      But  there  being  at  this  time  a  very  heavy 
debt  upon   the  theatre,    amounting  to  between 
60,000/.  or  70,000/L,  it  was  agreed  that  no  part  of 
this  rent  should  be  paid  to  the  Plaintiff  until  that 
debt  was  discharged ;  and  that  the  whole  profits  of 
the  theatre  should,  in  the  mean  time,  be  applied  in 
the  reduction  of  the  debt.    The  Plaintiff  appears 
to  have  had  no  other  property  at  command  than 
his  interest  in   this  theatre;    and,   in  order   to 
provide  an  income  for  his  subsistence  until  the 
debt  was  paid  off,  it  was  agreed  that  he  should 
receive  from   a  Mr.  Rodwell  and  a  Mr.  Bochsa 
certain  annual  rents,  paid  by  them  to  the  pro- 
prietors of  the  theatre  for  the  use  of  the  fruit 
VOL,  r.  3d 
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1831.  rooms,  and  for  the  hire  of  the  theatre  for  the 
performaoce  of  Oratorios :  and  that  the  Plaintiff 
should  also  receive  an  annual  sum  of  240^9  which 
was  stated  to  be  payable  by  Sir  Edmund  Antrobus 
as  the  rent  of  a  private  box  for  alternate  weeks. 
The  sums  thus  received  by  Mr.  Harris  were  com- 
puted to  amount  together  to  1360/.  a  year,  and 
were  to  be  received  by  him  in  the  nature  of  a  loan ; 
and,  when  the  debts  should  be  discharged,  the 
Plaintiff  was  to  account  for  these  sums  upon  that 
principle. 

Mr.  Harris  the  elder,  the  Plaintiff's  father,  who 
was  proprietor  of  one  half  of  the  theatre,  and  who 
died  in  October,  1820,  had  been  for  many  years 
the  manager  of  the  theatre,  at  a  salary  of  lOOOL 
a  year :  and  he  was  succeeded  in  his  property  in 
the  theatre  and  in  the  management  by  the  Plaintifl^ 
who,  having  been  educated  for  the  bar,  had  quitted 
his  profession,  and  had  for  twelve  years  assisted 
his  father  in  the  afiairs  of  the  theatre.  The  De- 
fendants Kemble,  Willett,  and  Forbes,  being  dis- 
satisfied with  the  Plaintiff's  management,  and 
desirous  of  saving  the  salary  of  lOOO/L  which  was 
paid  to  him  in  that  respect,  entered  into  this  agree- 
ment with  the  Plaintif]^  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining 
the  management  of  the  theatre  to  themselves. 
They  first  proposed  that  the  rent  should  be  deter- 
mined annually  by  the  actual  profit  of  the  theatre. 
But  the  Plaintiff)  protesting  against  that  principle, 
required  that  the  rent  should '  be  computed  at 
15,000/.,  and  afterwards  offered  himself  to  become 
the  lessee  at  a  rent  of  13,500/.  a  year.  The  De- 
fendants by  their  answer,  said  that  they  refused 
this  offer,  because  they  questioned  the  responsibility 
of  the  Plaintiff,  and  considered  the  offer  as  a  mere 
artifice  of  treaty ;  and,  afterwards,  ultimately  they 
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agreed  to  become  lessees  of  the  theatre  at  a  com-  l^^** 
puted  rent  of  12,000/.  a  year.  The  Defendants 
expecting  that  Mr.  Const,  as  the  proprietor  of  one 
eighth  of  the  theatre  for  his  life,  would  have 
concurred  in  the  intended  lease,  the  name  of 
Mr.  Const,  as  a  party,  w*as  originally  introduced 
into  the  draft  of  the  agreement.  This  expectation 
was,  however,  disappointed;  and  the  agreement 
was  executed  by  the  Plaintiff,  and  the  Defendants 
Kemble,  Willett,  and  Forbes,  without  Mr.  Const 
being  a  party. 

Immediately  after  the  execution  of  the  agree- 
ment, the  Plaintiff  retired  from  the  theatre,  and 
the  management  was  assumed  by  the  Defendants 
Kemble,  Willett,  and  Forbes.  In  this  manage- 
ment they  continued  when  Mr.  Const  filed  his 
bill  in  the  Court  of  Chancery,  on  the  15th  of 
April,  1823,  against  the  Plaintiff  and  the  Defend- 
ants Kemble,  Willett,  and  Forbes,  thereby  stating 
a  certain  deed,  bearing  date  the  9th  of  March^ 
1812,  by  which  the  then  proprietors  of  the  theatre 
contracted  with  each  other,  that  the  funds  of  the 
theatre  should  be  applied  in  payment  of  certain 
specified  debts  until  the  whole  thereof  were 
satisfied,  and  stating  further  that  some  of  such 
debts  remained  undischarged,  and  that  the  funds 
of  the  theatre  were  now  applied  contraiy  to  the 
provisions  of  the  deed  of  1812;  and  praying, 
therefore,  that  effect  might  be  given  to  the  deed 
of  1812,  and,  for  that  purpose,  that  a  receiver  of 
the  profits  of  the  theatre  might  be  appointed. 

In  this  suit  an  order  was  made  by  the  Lord  Chan- 
cellor for  the  appointment  of  a  receiver,  on  the 
19th  of  February,  1824 ;  and,  four  da3rs  afterwardsi 
the  Defendants  Kemble,  Willett,  and  Forbes,  caused 
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1891.  a  letter  to  be  written  to  the  Plaintiff,  with  notice 
that  they  altogether  repudiated  the  agreement 
made  with  the  Plaintiff  in  March,  1822,  whereby 
they  were  to  become  lessees  of  the  theatre,  stating 
as  a  reason  the  appointment  of  a  receiver  in 
Mr.  Consf s  suit,  under  the  deed  of  1812,  and 
alleging  that  the  Plaintiff  was  a  party  to  that  dee^ 
but  that  they  the  Defendants  Kemble,  Willett,  and 
Forbes,  had,  at  the  time  of  the  agreemcait  with  the 
Plainti£^  no  notice  of  its  existence*  The  parties 
to  that  deed  of  1812  were  Mr.  Harris  the  father, 
who  was  then  possessed  of  one  half,  or  twelve 
twenty-fourths  of  the  theatre ;  the  Plaintiff  Harris, 
then  possessed  of  two  twenty^fourths ;  the  late 
Mr.  John  Philip  Kemble,  then  possessed  of  four 
twenty-fourths ;  the  late  Mr.  MHbite,  then  possessed 
of  three  twenty-fourths ;  and  the  late  Mrs.  Martin- 
clale,  then  also  possessed  of  three  twenty-fourths. 
The  deed  of  1812  appeared  to  have  been  acted 
upon  for  a  year  or  two  only,  and,  at  the  time  of 
the  appointment  of  a  receiver,  there  remained  un- 
paid, of  the  debts  intended  to  be  provided  for  by 
that  deed,  a  sum  under  10,000/. 

In  the  month  of  August,  1813,  the  Defend- 
ants Willett  and  Forbes,  who  had  married  two 
daughters  of  Mr.  White,  became  entitled  to  the 
three  twenty-fourths,  which,  in  1812,  had  be- 
longed  to  him :  and,  in  the  mouth  of  November, 
1820,  the  Defendant  Kemble  became  entitled  to 
the  four  twenty-fourths,  which,  in  1812,  had  be- 
longed to  Mr.  John  Philip  Kemble.  Upon  the 
death  of  Mrs.  Martindale,  the  three  twenty-fourths 
which  had  belonged  to  her  in  1812  vested  in 
.Mr.  Const  as  her  executor. 

On  the  24th  of  April  1824,  the  Plaintiff  Hairis 
tiled  a  bill  for  the  purpose  of  compelling  the  De- 
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fendants  Keinble»  Willett,  and  Forbes  to  adhere  to  I8di: 
the  agreement  of  the  11th  of  March,  1822;  and 
Mr.  Const  was  made  a  party  Defendant  to  this 
bill,  the  Plaintiff  insisting  that,  although  not  a 
party  to  the  agreement  between  the  Plaintiff  and 
Defendants,  he  had,  by  his  subsequent  conduct, 
entitled  the  Plaintiff  to  call  upon  him  in  a  court  of 
equity  to  confirm  it. 

The  Defendants  Kemble,  Willett,  and  Forbes,, 
by  their  answer,  insisted  that,  having  entered  into 
the  agreement  of  March,  1822,  with  the  Plaintiff, 
solely  for  the  purpose  of  acquiring  the  manage* 
ment  of  the  theatre,  and  having  lost  that  manage* 
ment  by  the  appointment  of  a  receiver  in  Mn 
Const's  suit,  they  were  no  longer  bound  by  their 
agreem^t  with  tihe  Plaintiff 

The  Defendants  next  insisted,  that  they  had  no 
notice  of  the  deed  of  1812,  under  which  the 
receiver  was  appointed ;  and  that,  as  the  Plaintiff 
was  a  party  to  that  deed,  and  is  to  be  taken  to 
have  known  that  it  might  be  used  as  an  instrument 
to  defeat  that  possession  and  management  of  the 
theatre,  which,  on  the  part  of  the  Defendants,  was 
the  motive  of  the  agreement,  it  was  the  Plaintiff's 
duty  to  have  apprised  the  Defendants  of  that  deed ; 
and  that  he,  not  having  done  so,  they  are  entitied 
to  be  released  from  their  agreement  with  the 
Plaintiff. 

The  Defendants  farther  insisted  that,  although 
the  Plaintiff  did  oppose  the  appointment  of  the 
receiver,  yet,  after  the  receiver's  appointment,  he 
supported  the  proceeding  of  Mr.  Const  to  have 
the  monies,  paid  to  the  receiver,  secured  in 
Court ;  and  that  the  payment  of  the  money  into 
Court,  being  contrary  to  the  terms  of  the  agree- 
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ISSi.      ment  of  March,  1822»  which  placed  the  monies  in 
the  hands  of  the  Defendants  Kemble,  Willett,  and 
^_       Forbes,  they,  for  that  reason,  were  entitled  to  be 
relieved  from  the  agreement 

The  Defendants  stated  then  that,  for  want  of 
more  correct  information,  they  were  obliged  to 
make  their  calculations,  as  to  the  rent  that  ought 
to  be  paid  for  the  theatre,  from  statements  and 
accounts  furnished  by  the  Plaintifi^  and  purporting 
to  be. founded  upon  his  personal  experience  and 
his  knowledge  of  the  af&irs  of  the  theatre ;  and 
that  the  statements  and  accounts  so  furnished  by 
him  were  incorrect  and  erroneous-;  and  that  they 
were  misled  by  them,  and  were  therefore  entitled 
to  be  relieved  from  the  agreement ;  and  they  re- 
ferred to  particular  statements  and  accounts  in 
support  of  this  allegation.  As  to  this  point,  it 
appeared  that  during  the  management  of  Mr. 
Harris,  the  father,  and  of  the  Plaintiff,  all  ac- 
counts of  the  theatre  were  kept  by  Mr.  John 
Brandon,  the  treasurer ;'  and  it  was  admitted  by 
the  Defendants  that  the  accounts  so  kept  were,  at 
all.  times,  open  to  their  inspection,  and  were  re- 
peatedly inspected  by  them,  and  that  one  of  the 
Defendants  suggested  an  alteration  in  the  mode  of 
keeping  the  accounts,  which  was  adopted.  The 
Defendants  alleged,  in  certain  passages  in  their 
answers  which  were  read  as  evidence,  that  Brandon 
was  an  incompetent  person  to  manage  the  ac- 
counts, and  that  he  did  not,  in  fact,  understand 
the  same,  and  that  he  improperly  left  the  same  in 
a  great  degree  to  his  son,  James  Brandon :  and 
further,  that,  in  consequence  of  the  imperfect  and 
irregular  manner  in  which  the  accounts  had  been 
kept  during  the  management  of  the  Plaintiff  and 
his  father,  there  were  not  any  means,  in  the  year 
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18S1,  whereby  the  Defendants  could  ascertain  the  1881. 
exact  amount  of  the  debts  of  the  theatre,  or  of 
their  own  liabilities  consequent :  thereon  :  and, 
further,  that  they  were  infosmed  hy  Mr.  Harrison, 
who  was  the  medium  of  communication  between 
the  Plaintiff  and  the  Defeo^itnts  in  the  treaty 
which  led  to  the  agreei99)»iit  in  question,  that  he, 
Mr.  Harrison,  had  rq)eatedly  declared  to  the  Plain- 
tifil^  pending  the  treaty,  that  the  Plaintiff  did  not 
understand  and  was  incompetent  to  manage  the 
accounts  of  the  theatre ;  and  that  he  did  not  know 
the  true  state  of  the  accounts  of  the  theatre ;  arid 
that  he  did  not  understand  the  nature  of  accounts, 
or  of  profit  and  loss. 

Mr.  Henry  Robertson,  who  was  appointed  by 
the  Defendants  when  they  took  upon  themselves 
the  management  of  the  theatre,  to  be  treasurer 
in  the  place  of  Mr.  Brandon,  and  who  was  ap- 
pointed the  receiver  under  the  Lord  Chancellor, 
and  who  was  represented  as  a  skilful  account- 
ant, being  examined  as  a  witness  on  the  part 
of  the  Defendants,  deposed  that,  from 'the  ob- 
scure manner  in  which  the  accounts  were  kept 
by  Mr.  Brandon,  he  did  not  conceive  that  the 
true  state  of  the  af&irs  of  the  theatre,  and  the 
actual  profit  and  loss  that  had  been  made  prior  to 
the  date  of  the  agreement  between  the  Plaintiff 
and  Defendants,  could  have  been  collected,  from 
the  books  and  accounts,  by  any  person  not  inti- 
mately acquainted  with  the  management  of  the 
theatre,  or  without  the  most  minute  and  laborious 
examination  thereof  by  a  person  well  accustomed 
to  the  examination  of  accounts.  In  the  agree- 
ment  of  March,  1822,  between  the  Plaintiff  and 
Defendants,  there  was  a  provision  that  a  list  of 

3d  4 
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1881.  the  liames  of  the  creditors  of  the  concern  tiieti 
to  be  made  out  and  signed  by  the  parties,  was  not 
to  be  deemed  conclusive  as  to  any  items  or  ac- 
counts contained  therein,  or  omitted  to  be  inchided 
therein,  or  as  to  any  debt  or  demand  omitted 
therefrom;  but  that  all  just  and  correct  debts, 
whether  stated  or  omitted  in  that  list,  were  to 
be  fully  satisfied. 

The  treaty  for  a  lease  of  the  theatre  from  the 
Plaintiff  to  the  Defendants,  commenced  in  the 
month  of  December,  1821 ;  and  at  the  banning  of 
the  treaty,  a  letter,  bearing  date  the  21st  of  Decem- 
ber, was  written  by  the  Plaintiff  to  Mr.  Surman,  his 
attorney,  for  the  purpose  of  being  communicated  by 
him  to  Mr.  Harrison  on  the  part  of  the  Defend- 
ants^ That  letter  was  proved  as  exhibit  (L.),  and 
the  material  part  of  it  is  in  the  words  following  :-^ 
**  The  total  amount  of  the  receipts  daring  the 
*^  eleven  seasons  is  991,811/. ;  average  per  season, 
^S^GBOL  Now  I  have  no  donbt  one  third  of 
^*  the  above  sum  may  be  accounted  as  profit ;  and 
<<  I  am  sure,  if  the  sums  *were  calculated  which 
**  huve  been  paid  (independently  of  the  expenses 
«  of  working  the  theatre),  that  I  should  be  fuUy 
"  bdrne  out  in  my  assertion.  In  a  letter  which  I 
<*  am  preparing,  and  which  I  m^H  to  address  to 
<«  Mr.  Harrison  on  the  delivery  of  *aur  list  of  debts, 
<<  &c«,  I  shall  touch  more  fully  on  this  subject, 
*^  and  shall  show  under  how  much  more  advan- 
<<  tageous  circumstances  any  tenant  of  Covent 
^  Garden  Theatre  would  now  stand,  than  my 
"  father  and  myself  have  stood  during  the  tearm  of 
«« extreme  pressure  from  enormous  debt,  &c.  &c/' 
This  letter  was  forwarded  by  Mr.  Surman  to  Mr. 
Harrison;  and  it  was  said  by  the  .Defoidants, 
that,  founding  their  calculation  on  the  statement 
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there  Qiade  by  the  PkintLST^  they  were  greatly  de-  lasi. 
ceived ;  for,  although  it  appears,  by  Mn  Brandon's 
accounts,  that  the  receipts  for  the  eleven  seasons 
did  amount  to  QQlfSllil,  being  the  sum  stated  by 
die  Plaintifl^  yet  this  sum  to  the  amaunt  of  66,289/* 
was  partly  made  up  by  monies  received  on  benefit 
nights,  which  were  afterwards  paid  over  to  the 
actors  to  whom  the  benefits  belonged*  and  partly 
by  money  advanced  by  the  bankers,  and  ought 
not,  therefore,  to  have  been  included  in  any  c<Ha- 
putation  of  profits;  and  they  proved  these  facts  by 
the  evidence  of  Mn  Robertson :  and  they  then 
proceeded  with  certain  ccmiparative  statements  of 
figures,  to  show  the  efiect  that  would  be  i»oduced, 
in  calculation,  if  the  Plaintiff's  statement  as  to  the 
991f811/.  had  been  correct,  and  if  the  poofits  could 
have  been  rightly  estimated  at  one  third  of  the 
gross  receipt 

The  Dtfendants  flirther  alleged,  that  they  were 
induced  to  believe,  by  the  represenfotions  of  the 
Plaintiff,  that  a  saving  of  2002.  a  week,  or  2000/. 
a  year,  might  be  made  in  the  expenses  of  the 
theatre ;  and  that,  in  this  respect,  they  were  also 
misled.  Upon  this  head,  the  Defendants  referred 
to  a  letter  from  the  Plaintiff  to  the  Defendant 
Willett,  which  was  dated  on  the  S7th  of  July, 
1820,  and  was  proved  as  exhibit  (A.)>  and  also  to 
two  exhibits  (6.)  and  (H«)  which  were  inclosed  in 
a  letter,  written  by  Mr.  Surman,  on  the  part  of  the 
Plaintiff,  to  Mr.  Harrison^  which  was  dated  on  the 
SA  of  October,  1821,  and  proved  as  the  exhibit 
(F.)  TTie  letter  (F.),  which  incloses  these  exhibits, 
has  this  passage,  speaking  of  the  season  1821^ 
1822 :«--<«  The  present  saving  per  wedc  is  27A 
^<  and  a  tniddon ;  and,  the  usnal  number  of  weeks 
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1831.       «  being  forty-four,  I  need  not  point  out  to  you 
*<  the  saving  of  each  season  in  future." 

The  exhibits  (G.)  and  (H.)  were  furnished  by 
Mr.  Brandon,  being  abstracts  of  the  accounts 
kept  by  him,  which  were  accessible  to  all  parties, 
and  did  not  contain  any  personal  representations 
from  the  Plaintiff.  In  exhibit  (£•),  which  was 
a  letter  written  by  the  Plaintiff  to  Mr.  Surman, 
dated  the  24th  of  May,  1824,  and  which  was 
communicated  to  Mr.  Harrison  on  the  part  of  the 
Defendants,  the  Plaintiff  states:  <'  It  must  be  by 
<<  gradual  reduction  of  the  large  salaries  that  our 
<<  great  saving  must  be  made.  I  have  been  through 
<<  the  list  of  servants,  &c. ;  and  I  think  some  re- 
<*  ductipn  may  be  made,  but  of  trifling  amount  in 
<<  comparison  with  performers'  salaries.'' 

Mr.  Harrison,  in  his  evidence,  stated  that  the 
Plaintiff  repeatedly  assured  him  that  the  theatre  had 
made  profits  to  the  extent  of  10,000/.  in  each  of  the 
years  1819,  1820,  and  1820-1821,  and  that,  in  con- 
sequence thereof,  20,000/.,  or .  thereabouts,  of  the 
old  debt  of  the  theatre  had  been  paid  off,  and  veiy 
little  new  debt  contracted.  But  the  exhibits  (G.) 
and  (H.)  which  contain  Mr.  Brandon's  statement 
of  the.  accounts  of  these  seasons,  and  which  were 

.sent  by  the  Plaintiff  to  Mr.  Harrison  two  months  be- 
fore, in  effect,  represent  the  season  1819-1820  as  a 
losing  season  to  a  great  amount  The  total  amount 
of  the  receipts  of.  that  season  are  there  stated  at 
55,883/.  14^.,  and  the  expenditure  at  41,078/L  4^., 

:not  including  tradesmen's  bills  or  regular  annual 
payments,  which  may  be  estimated  together  at 

•20,000/.,  making  together  an  excess  of  expenditure 
beyond  the  receipts  of  more  than  6000/. ;  and  in  the 
letter  (F.),  which  incloses  the  exhibits(G.)  and(H.), 
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Mr.  Harrison  is  informed  that  the  Plaintiff  is  using       1831. 
every  means  he  can  to  get  the  leases  of  the  boxes 
settled,  that  the  debts  of  Mr.  Copeland,^&c.  due 
before  August  1818  may  be,  as  soon  as  possible, 
discharged. 

The  Defendants,  by  their  answer,  also  charged 
the  Plaintiff  with  a  concealment  of  a  transaction 
of  his  father,  in  which  he  joined,  in  respect  to  the 
moiety  of  a  box  sold  by  his  father  to  the  late  Sir  £• 
Antrobus.  It  appeared  that  this  box  was  let,  for 
alternate  weeks,  to  H.  R.  H.  the  Duke  of  Gloucester, 
at  an  annual  rent  of  210/.  In  the  month  of  Septem- 
ber, 1817»  the  Plaintiff  and  his  father  assigned  the 
other  moiety  of  this  box  to  the  late  Sir  E.  Antrobus 
for  a  sum  of  S625/.,  the  whole  of  which  was  received 
by  the  father.  This  sale  was  not  communicated 
to  the  other  proprietors  of  the  theatre ;  but  it  was 
represented  to  them  that  the  moiety  of  the  box 
was  let  to  Sir  £•  Antrobus  for  a  term  of  twenty- 
one  years,  at  the  same  annual  rent  of  210/.  which 
was  paid  by  the  Duke  of  Gloucester ;  and,  during 
the  life  of  Mr.  Harris,  the.  father,  he  accounted 
with  the  other  proprietors  for  this  rent  of  310/L  as 
if  paid  by  Sir  £.  Antrobus.  After  the  death  of 
his  father,  the  Plaintiff  in  like  manner  accounted 
with  the  other  proprietors  for  the  rent  of  HOL  as 
if  paid  by  Sir  E.  Antrobus :  and,  on  the  occasion 
of  the  agreement  between  the  Plaintiff  and  the 
Defendants  for  the  lease  in  question,  the  Plaintiff 
continued  to  represent  the  box  as  let  to  Sir  E. 
Antrobus  at  this  rent  of  910L :  and  it  was  a  part 
of  his  agreement  with  the  Defendants  that  this 
rent,  together  with  certain  other  rents  payable  to 
the  proprietors  of  the  theatre,  amounting  together 
to  ISQOL  a  year,  should  be  receive*?  by  the  Plain- 
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l^i.  tiff  in  the  manner  hereinbefore  stated.  The  De- 
fendants stated  that,  since  the  agreement,  they  had 
learnt  the  truth  of  the  case  from  Sir  £•  Antrobus ; 
and  tiiey  insisted  upon  lliis  transaction,  as  a  reaK>n 
for  their  being  relieved  from  the  lease. 

The  Defendants  next  charged  that,  on  the  28th 
of  September,  1820,  Mr.  Harris,  the  dder,  as« 
signed  a  rent  of  4*50/.,  which  was  payable  for  Lady 
Holland's  box,  to  Messrs.  Stevenson  and  Co. 
the  bankers,  by  way  of  security  for  a  sum  <^ 
6000/.,  which  was  due  £x)m  the  proprietors  of  the 
theatre,  and  for  a  further  sum  of  4940JL,  which  was 
due  &oai  himsdf  individually ;  and  that  this  trana* 
action  was  also  .concealed  from  them,  and  formed 
another  reason  why  they  were  entitled  to  be  relieved 
from  the  agreement  in  question.  Upon  reference 
to  the  books  of  account  of  the  theatre,  there 
appeared  to  be  entries  which  manifested  that  thia 
r^nt  of  450/.  was  paid  to  Stevenson  and  Co. 
.  The  Defendants  made  another  charge  with  re* 
spect  to  the  alleged  concealment  of  two  silver  tickets 
for  admission,  granted  by  Mr.  Harris,  the  father, 
to  the  late  Mr.  Coutts.  It  appeared,  upon  the 
evidence,  that  during  the  whole  time  the  Defend- 
ants were  interested  in  the  theatre,  persons  were 
constantly  admitted  with  these  tickets,  and  that 
they  were  regularly  entered  in  the  nightly  accounts ; 
and  this  chaige  was  abandoned  at  the  bsr. 

The  cause  was  heard  in  1826  by  the  Vice 
Chancellor*,  who,  in  1827,  made  a  decree  for  the 
performance  of  the  agreement.  But  this  decree, 
in  1829»  was  reversed  by  the  Lord  Chancellor^' 
and  the  bill  dismissed. 


♦  fitr  J.  Leach.  -f  Lord  Lyndhitnt. 
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The  principal  reasons  given  by  the  Vice  Chan-       issu 
cellor  for  his  judgment  in  pronouncing  this  decree, 
were  as  follows :  — 

It  is  not  pretended  that  there  was  any  intentional 
concealment  of  the  deed  of  181S  on  the  part  of  the 
Plaintiff.  It  had  long  been  abandoned  and  lost  sight 
of  by  all  parties  concerned ;  and  the  very  persons 
under  whom  these  Defendants  claim  having  ex- 
ecuted that  deed»  it  is  not  easy  to  understand 
upon  what  principle  it  can  be  material  whether 
these  Defendants  had  or  had  not  actual  notice  of 
the  deed :  but  if  that  were  material,  I  should  be 
bound  to  declare^  upon  the  evidence  in  the  cause, 
that  these  Defendants  are  to  be  affected  in  this 
Court  with  notice  of  that  deed. 

That  the  Plaintiff  supported  the  proceeding  of 
Mr.  Const,  to  have  the  monies  paid  to  the  receiver 
secured  in  this  Court,  is  not  disputed.  The  pre« 
sent  bill  of  the  Plaintiff  to  enforce  the  agreement 
of  March,  1822,  was  then  depending ;  and  the 
support  given  by  the  Plaintiff  to  Mr.  Const's  pro- 
ceeding, cannot  be  represented  as  evidence  of  an 
intention  to  abandon  the  agreement  It  is  said  for 
the  Plaintiff  that  he,  at  the  same  time,  strenuously 
insisted  on  the  agreement ;  but  that  these  Defend- 
ants having  given  him  the  notice  that  they  repu- 
diated the  agreement,  he  had  a  right  to  use  his 
efforts  to  secure  the  receipts  of  the  Theatre  in  this 
Court,  as  a  measure  that  would  be  beneficial  to 
him  in  the  alternative  of  the  Defendants  succeed- 
ing to  avoid  the  agreement  Whether  the  Plain<> 
tiff's  view  of  the  subject,  or  his  conduct  in  this 
respect,  was  or  was  not  correct,  it  is  not  necessary 
for  me  to  state.  It  is  enough  to  say  that  his  con- 
duct, in  this  respect,  can  form  no  ground  upon 
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1831.      \^hich  these  Defendants  can  retire  from  the  agree- 
ment m  question. 

Having  made  some  preliminary  observations 
as  to  the  facts,  the  Vice  Chancellor  then  pro- 
ceeded to  the  particular  statements  and  accounts 
of  the  Plaintifi^  of  which  the  Defendants  com- 
plained. 

It  does  not  appear  to  me  necessary  to  follow 
the  calculations.  The  Plaintifi^  in  his  statement 
that  the  receipts  of  eleven  seasons  amounted  to 
991»811/.,  must  be  understood  to  refer  to  Mr. 
Brandon's  accounts,  which  were  equally  open  to 
the  Plaintiff  and  the  Defendants,  and  not  as 
speaking  from  personal  knowledge ;  and  Mr.  Bran- 
don's accounts,  upon  the  face  of  them,  justify  that 
statement;  and  as  the  Defendants  at  that  time 
complained  of  the  imperfect  and  irregular  manner 
in  which  Mr.  Brandon  kept  these  accounts,  and 
had  been  informed  by  Mr.  Harrison  that  the  Plain- 
tiff did  not  know  the  true  state  of  the  accounts  of 
the  theatre,  and  did  not  understand  the  nature  of 
accounts,  or  of  profit  and  loss,  the  Defendants 
cannot  reasonably  state  in  a  court  of  justice  that 
they  either  did  rely  or  were  warranted  to  rely  upon 
the  representation  made  by  the  Plainti£^  or  were 
misled  by  it  The  Plaintiff's  estimate  of  the  pro- 
fits, at  one  third  of  the  gross  receipts,  professes 
to  be  nothing  more  than  a  mere  conjecture  on  his 
part. 

It  is  to  be  observed  that  the  exhibit  (A.)  was 
written  in  the  lifetime  of  Mr.  Harris  the  elder, 
when  there  could  not  possibly  exist  the  least  idea 
of  the  Defendants  ever  becoming  the  lessees  of  the 
theatre ;  and  it  must  be  under  very  special  circum- 
stances indeed,  which  have  no  existence  here,  that 
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a  letter  written  at  that  time  could  be  brought  to  i8dl. 
bear  upon  the  subsequent  treaty,  as  a  represent^ 
ation  affecting  that  treaty.  But  if  it  were  admitted 
that  it  was  a  representation  upon  which  the  De- 
fendants were  entitled  to  rely,  it  is  only  a  state- 
ment that  by  means  of  the  Plaintiff's  connection 
with  the  Dublin  Theatre,  he  had  been  able  to 
reduce  the  expenses  of  the  theatre.  With  respect 
to  the  exhibits  (G.)  and  (H.),  they  were  written  also 
prior  to  the  treaty  for  the  lease.  ,  They  do^  indeed^ 
represent  that  a  reduction  of  expenditure,  to  the 
amount  of  7105/.  5s.  7d.,  had  occurred  in  the  season 
of  18SO-18S1,  this  being  the  season  to  which  the 
Plaintiff  refers  in  the  exhibit  (A.),  and  thus  esta- 
blishing the  truth  of  the  statement  in  that  letter^ 
that  by  his  connection  with  the  Dublin  Theatre 
he  had  been  able  to  reduce  the  expenses  of  the 
ensuing  season  about  200/.  a  week;  but  so  far 
from  representing  that  such  a  deduction  is  always 
to  be  expected,  the  letter  (F.),  which  incloses  the 
exhibits,  states  the  saving  per  week,  in  18S1-1822, 
at  S7^>  ^i^d  the  usual  number  of  weeks  for  the 
season  at  forty-four. 

It  is  plain  that  it  was  by  a  saving  in  the  per- 
formers' salaries  that  the  Plaintiff's  connection 
with  the  Dublin  Theatre  enabled  him  to  reduce 
the  expences  200/.  a  week,  in  the  year  18S0  and 
1821.  In  the  exhibit  (A.),  before  referred  to,  he 
assigns,  as  a  reason  for  that  reduction,  that  by 
keeping  a  theatrical  force  at  Dublin,  ready,  at  any 
time,  to  be  transplanted,  he  could,  of  course,  do 
with  less  stationary  company  at  Covent  Garden. 
Upon  the  whole,  therefore,  the  Defendants  seem 
to  me  to  have  failed  altogether  in  the  proof  of 
their  allegation,  that  they  were  misled  by  the 
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lasi.  Plaintiff's  representation,  with  respect  to  permar 
nent  saving  in  the  expenses  of  the  theatre. 

If  Mn  Harrison's  memory  in  this  req>ect  is  to 
be  considered  as  correct,  it  is  not,  and  cannot  b^ 
denied  that  the  Plaintiff  is  guUty  of  great  misrepre- 
sentation i  for  in  the  season  of  1819-*1820,  there 
was  no  profit,  but  great  loss ;  and  although  it  be 
true  that  about  80,000/.  of  the  debt  was  paid  c& 
in  the  two  seasons,  and  comparatively  little  new 
debt  contracted,  yet  it  was  so  paid  o£^  not  by  pro- 
fits only,  but  by  sale  of  boxes,  which  produced 
10,OOOA,  and  paid  off  a  debt  of  13,000^  Upon  this 
point  it  is  first  to  be  observed,  that  the  Defendants^ 
who  in  their  answers  enumerate  the  other  allied 
misrepresentations  of  which  they  complain,  do  not 
in  their  answers  take  any  notice  of  a  miarepresenf> 
atioo  in  th]3  respect  ^  and  this  being  more  dear 
and  tangible  than  any  other  misrepresentation 
which  they  have  enumerated,  it  is  not  probably  li 
it  had  taken  place,  that  either  Mr.  Harrison  would 
have  omitted  to  mention  it  to  them,  or  that  they 
would  have  omitted  to  state  it  in  their  answers. 

It  is  next  to  be  observed  that,  it  would  be  veiy 
strange  that  a  misrepresentation  should  be  made 
which  is  directly  contrary  to  the  facts,  as  they 
appeared  upon  the  face  of  Mr.  Brandon's  accounts, 
which  were  equally  open  to  all  parties,  and  must 
be  considered  as  equally  known  to  aU. 

From  all  these  circumstances,  I  am  judicially 
bound  to  come  to  the  conclusion  that  Mr.  Harrison 
has  misapprehended  the  statement  made  to  him  by 
the  Plaintiff. 

On  the  part  of  the  Defendants,  some  other 
minor  points  of  alleged  misrepresentations  were 
ui^ed,  which  appear  to  have  arisen  from  the  di^ 
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concern,^  by  iiie  Plaintiff  and  the  De£Bfidants»  vid 
to  which  I  do  not  think  it  neeeasary  to  refisr  mone 
pwticttliirly.  Tl^e  Plaintifl^  very  p«>periy>  «  k 
appears  to  me,  treated  the  ^exdnction  c£  debt  as 
pr<^ 

The  concealment  of  the  real  naibiire  of  the  trans* 
action  with  Sir  £diBiand  Antrobus,  was  extremely 
incorrect ;  although  it  was  the  same  thing  to  the 
other  proprietors  as  if  the  box  had  been  actually 
let  to  Sir  £.  Antrobus  at  210/.  a  year.  Upon 
referring  to  the  table  of  annuities,  it  a[^ears  that 
an  annuity  oF^lOL,  for  twenty-one  years,  computing 
interest  at  5L  per  cent  is  worth,  in  present  money, 
9692/.  7^.  Sir  £.  Antrobus  paid  only  aG25L  9$.  i 
so  that  Mr.  Harris,  the  father,  in  efiect  took  ^upon 
himself  to  account  with  the  other  proprietors  for  an 
annuity  of  210/.  of  twenty-one  years,  without 
having  received  quite  tiie  fuU  value  for  this  underf> 
taking  j  and  his  half  of  the  property  of  ^e  theatre 
was  as  good  a  security  to  the  other  proprietors  as 
ii*  Sir  £•  Antrobus  had  undertaken  to  pay  the  210A 
a  year.  It  was,  however,  the  duty  of  the  lather 
and  the  Plaintiff,  to  have  disclosed  the  truth  to  the 
other  proprietors,  and  to  have  given  them  an  option 
o£  receiving  either  their  proportions  of  2625/.,  or 
their  proportions  of  the  210/.  a  year;  and  if  the 
Plaintiff  had  been  well  advised,  he  would  have  taken 
the  occasion  of  his  treaty  with  the  I>efendants,  to 
state  the  actual  facts.  But  still  the  cOncealjneAti 
cannot  be  made  to  bear  upon  the  validly  of  the 
agreement  for  the  lease.  The  Plaintiff  represents 
the  box  as  let  for  210iL  a  year;  nod,  as  farnsit 
Mgards  the  Defendants,  it  is  to  be  considexed  ai 
let  at  that  sum,  the  Plaintiff  being  bound  to  acooiint 
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18^»      with  his  co-proprietors  for  that  rent,  and  his  in- 
terest in  the  theatre  being  a  full  security  for  the 
payment  of  it :   and,  unless  the  Defendants  can 
show  that  their  interests  as  lessees  are  prejudiced 
by  that  concealment,  it  must  be  indifferent  to  the 
Defendants  whether  the  210/.  a  year  is  accounted 
for.  by  the  Plaintiff  or  by  Sir  E.  Antrobus.     If  the 
Defendants  prefer  their  proportion  of  the  price  to 
their  proportion  of  the  rent,  there  is  nothing  in  the 
agreement  to  prejudice  that  question. 
<    The  result  of  my  opinion  upon  all  the  facts  of 
the  case  is,  that  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  a  specific 
performance  of  this  agreement  as  between  the 
Plaintiff  and  the  Defendants,  Kemble,  WtUeft  and 
Forbes ;  and  I  must  refer  it  to  the  Master  to  settle 
a  proper  deed  accordingly,  having  regard  to  the 
circumstance,  that  Mr.  Const,  not  being  bound  by 
the  agreement,  his  interest  cannot  be  affected  by 
it,  and  the  Master  must  appoint  a  new  trustee  in  the 
place  of  Mr.  Harrison.      The  Defendant  Trotter, 
who  is  only  made  a  party  in   his  character  of 
executor  of  Mr.  White,  was  not  a  necessary  party 
to  this  suit;    and  the  bill  must  be  dismissed  as 
against  him  as  well  as  Mr.  Const,  with  costs.    The 
Defendant  Harrison,  as  trustee  under  the  intended 
deed,  was  a  necessary  party  to  this  suit  j  and  the 
costs  as  to  him  must  be  governed  by  the  principle 
which  applies  to  the  general  costs  of  the  suit.    Let 
the  Defendant  Harrison's  costs  be  taxed,  and  paid 
by  the  Plaintiff;  and  let  the  Plaintiff's  costs  also 
be  tisixed,  and,  together  with  the  costs  to  be  paid 
by  him  to  the  Defendant  Harrison,  be  paid  by  the 
Defendants  Kemble,  Willett,    and  Forbes;    and 
let  an  account  be  taken  of  what  has  accrued  due 
from  the  Defendants  by  way  of  rent,  under  the 
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agreement,  and  of  what  since  the  agreement  has      ***** 
been  paid  by  the  Defendants,  in  respect  of  the 
debts  of  the  theatre  pursuant  thereto,  and  reserve 
the  consideration  of  further  directions  and  costs 
until  after  the  Master  shall  have  made  his  report 

Lord  Lyndhurst  (then  Lord  Chancellor),  in 
giving  judgment  upon  the  appeal  from  the  Vice- 
Chancellor,  and  reversing  the  decree,  made  the 
following  observations. 

The  first  question  is,  whether  the  Court  would 
have  directedva  specific  performance  of  the  agree- 
ment simply,  or  with  any  and  what  modification,  if 
the  parties  had  not  entered  into  the  possession  of 
the  theatre,  and  nothing  had  been  done  under  the 
agreement.  The  next  question  is,  whether  by  the 
conduct  of  the  parties  under  the  agreement,  the  cir^ 
cunistances  and  the  situation  of  the  parties  are  so 
changed,  that  a  court  of  equity  ought  to  direct  a 
general  or  some  modified  performance  of  the  agree- 
ment In  framing  the  agreement  of  1829,  it  is 
manifest,  that  none  of  the  parties  had  in  contem- 
plation the  deed  of  181S.  There  is  no  satisfactory 
evidence  that  they  knew  of  that  deed..  If  so,  the 
treaty  must  have  proceeded  upon  the  assump- 
tion, that  the  deed  was  no  longer  operative  or 
binding  upon  the  parties.  In  efiect,  it  was  acted 
upon  only  for  two  years.  No  payments,  after  that 
time,  were  ever  made  upon  the  footing  of  that 
deed. 

The  misrepresentation  charged  to  have  been 
made  with  respect  to  the  profits  of  the  theatre,  in 
the  season  specified,  are  veiy  material.  It  is  said, 
that  the  other  parties  had  access  to  the  books  and 
accounts ;  but  they  were  kept  in  such  a  manner 
as  to  render  it  difScult,  without  employing  an 
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l$SU  accoantant,  to  draw  any  certain  cx>nclu8ion  from 
them* 

It  doe3  not  appear  whether  the  error  in  the 
documents  could  have  been  detected  if  they  had 
been  examined  with  the  books.  At  all  events,  it 
was  a  representation  made  by  Mr.  Harris,  with  a 
view  t0  fyi  the  terms  of  the  rent  under  the  agree- 
ment 

The  transaction,  as  to  the  box  let  to  Sk  £d- 
ttiied  Antrobus,  is  also  material  to  be  considered. 
It  appears  that,  many  years  ago,  there  was  a  con- 
tract witb  Sir  £•  Antrobus,  and  a  deed,  to  which 
the  PlaiAtiff  was  a  party.  The  contract  was  to  let 
to  him.  Sir  Edmund,  the  interest  in  a  box  at  the 
theatre,  for  21  years,  at  the  price  of  2000/. ;  and 
i^K>n  the  face  of  the  deed,  the  money  is  stated  to 
have  been  paid  to  the  Appellant  and  his  father. 
Tp  what  purposes  it  was  afterwards  appropriated, 
whether  for  the  father  and  son,  or  the  son  alone,  it 
is  not  material  to  enquire.  The  transaction  was 
concealed  from  the  other  proprietors;  and  Brandon, 
the  treasurer,  acting  under  the  directions  of  Harris, 
the  &ther,  who  then  was  manager,  from  time  to 
timie  accounted  for  an  annual  rent  of  iL  as  if  it 
"were  paid  by  Si^  £.  Antrobus. 

This  was  very  incorrect  and  improper,  and  plainly 
contrived  fox  the  purpose  of  deceiving  the  other 
pi^oprietors. 

Of  this  concealment  and  misrepresentation  Har- 
risi  the  son,  was  aware,  in  1822,  when  the  treaty 
£ov  the  sum  was  pending,  and  the  contract  made. 
But  his  4id  not  disclose  it  to  the  father,  with  whom 
he  was  contxacting,  as  he  ought  to  have. 

On  the  contrary,  the  supposed  rei&t  of  the  box 
is  an  item  inserted  in  the  second  schedule  to  the 
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agreement  of  1822,  as  part  of  the  property  of  the  1881. 
theatre,  to  be  transferred  under  the  agreement. 
Now,  according  to  the  established  principles  of 
equity,  parties  who  seek  the  speeid  aid  of  the 
Court  to  enforce  the  performance  of  an  agreement, 
must  be  clear  of  the  imputation  of  fraud  or  deceit 
in  every  part  of  the  transaction.  In  this  case  h 
may  be  said,  as  to  the  purchase  money  for  the 
lease  c^  the  box,  that  there  was  security  existing 
upon  the  property,  and  that  compensation  might 
be  given;  but  this  is  not  sufficient  Fraud  and 
misrepresentation  operate  as  a  personal  bar  to  the 
relief.  Even  in  courts  of  law  circumstances  *  of 
fraud  might  aftiount  to  a  bar  against  the  recovery 
of  damages.  Certainly  it  is  so  in  equity  as  to 
specific  performance.  There  was  another  transac-^ 
tion,  as  to  Lord  Holland's  box,  which  was  of  the 
same  description,  and  open  to  the  same  imputation, 
though  less  objectionable  in  degree. 

If,  therefore,  Mr.  Harris  had  not  given  up  the 
management,  and  possession  had  not  been  taken 
by  the  Appellant,  if  nothing  had  been  done  under 
the  agreement,  it  is  clear  that  a  court  of  equity 
could  not,  consistently  with  established  principles, 
have  granted  relief  to  a  party  so  acting,  by  di- 
recting performance  of  the  agreement  either  gene« 
rally  or  with  any  modification. 

The  question,  then,  comes  to  this,  whether  the 
taking  and  holding  possession  so  long  under  the 
agreement,  altering  the  theatre  contrary  to  the 
provision  in  the  agreement,  the  Appellants  thereby, 
as  it  is  contended,  injuring  the  theatre,  and  by 
their  conduct  affecting  materially  the  interests  of 
the  property;  whether  these  circumstances  are 
sufficient  to  induce  the  Court  to  enfwce  the  spe* 
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ISSI.^  cific  performance  of  the  agreement?  I  think  not;  be* 
cause  these  matters  are  of  account  and  compensation ; 
and  it  is  not  necessary  upon  any  of  these  grounds 
to  decree  a  specific  performance.  Taking  all  the 
circumstances  into  consideration  —  that  when  the 
bill  was  filed,  only  two  years  of  the  term  had 
elapsed,  and  eight  years  were  to  come  of  the  lease 
to  be  granted  under  the  agreement— that  the  parties 
interested  employed  their  agent  to  investigate  the 
accounts,  and  discovered  gradually  the  misrepre- 
sentations and  frauds  before  stated — ^that  a  bill  was 
filed  by  a  third  party,  and  a  receiver  of  the  rents  of 
the  theatre  appointed :  —  I  do  not  think  that  the 
conduct  of  the  parties  in  taking  and  holding  pos- 
session, is  such  as  to  justify  the  Court  ia  decreeing 
a  specific  performance  of  the  contract. 

The  appeal  was  against  the  judgment  of  re- 
versal. 

For  the  AppeliarU.* 

By  the  agreement  the  Respondents  having  un- 
dertaken to  indemnify  the  Appellant  against  any 
suit  by  Const  in  consequence  of  the  transfer  to 
them  of  the  possession  of  the  theatre,  has  no 
ground  to  complain  of  the  suit  and  appointment 
of  a  receiver. 

The  concealment  or  misrepresentation  of  a  fact, 
if  it  is  not  material  to  the  agreement,  is  not  in  equity 
a  ground  to  refuse  a  specific  performance.  If  the 
party  against  whom  the  relief  is  prayed  has  suf- 
fered none  or  a  trifling  injury  by  the  concealment 
or  misrepresentation,  the  Court  does  not  refuse 
the  decree:  Felhwes  v.  Lord  GTvydir.f      The 

*  The  principal  arguments  on  each  side  are  noticed  in  the 
reasons  stated  for  their  judgments  by  the  Master  of  the  Rolls 
and  Lord  Lyodhurst  in  the  Courts  below. 

t  1  Sim.  65.9 1  Russ.  and  Mylne,  89. 


For  the  Appellant,  Sir  Edward  Sugden^  Mr. 
Tinner/  (and  Mr.  James). 

For  the  Respondents,  Mr.  Fepys^  Mr.  Femher^ 
ton  (and  Mr.  L.  Lowndes). 


Lord  Chancellor. — This  agreement  appears  to  be 
affected  by  misrepresentation,  and  if  so,  it  is  within 
the  exception  made  by  Courts  of  Equity,  as  to  its 
interference  to  compel  specific  peiibrmance.  As 
there  was  a  difference  of  opinion,  between  the 
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Respondents  had  the  opportunity  to  examine  the       1S31. 
accounts,  and  to  acquire  a  perfect  knowledge  of  all 
the  material  facts.    Their  own  negligence,  cannot 
be  made  a  ground  of  defence  to  resist  the  per-r 
formance  of  their  agreement 

For  the  Respondents. 

The  accounts  were  so  confused  and  intricate, 
that  the  Respondents  could  not  by  any  ordinary 
diligence  acquire  a  competent  knowledge  of  the 
affairs  of  the  theatre  and  the  state  of  its  concerns, 
and  if  so,  negligence  is  not  an  answer  to  a  charge 
of  concealment  and  misrepresentation.  Felkywes 
V.  Lord  Gwydir  was  decided  on  the  principle  that 
the  misrepresentation  was  not  shown  to  have  been 
the  ground  of  the  contract,  and  did  no  injury  to  the 
defendant.  In  this  case  the  representation,  that 
the  profits  of  the  theatre  were  larger  than  in  fact 
they  were,  misled  and  injured  the  Respondents,  be- 
cause they  were  thereby  induced  to  give  a  larger  rent 
than  otherwise  they  would  have  agreed  to  give. 
Courts  of  Equity  never  decree  specific  performance 
when  misrepresentation  is  the  ground  of  the  agree- 
ment, or  any  deception  has  been  practised. 
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Judges  ki  tte  Goiurts  bdowr  I  was  dcsinMu  that 
tile  case'  shonfd  be  hefard  in  the  presence  of  other 
noUe  Lords.  I  have  considered  the  case  with  great 
attention^  aird  see  no  reason  to  alter  the  judgment 
of  the  late  Lord  Chancellori  reversing  the  jud^fnent 
of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

L0td  Pkmkett.  ---The  Respondents  entered  into 
tfiis  agreement  ufider  a^  oMstakeft  impression  bb  to 
tb6  amount  of  profits,  which  was^  the  basis'  of  the 
^g^ement,  and  the  Appelant  bj  the  misrepresent- 
iHon  upon  this  point  has  misled  them.  He  cannot^ 
thereforei  be  permitted  to  ask  of  a  Court  of  Equity 
the  performance  of  an  agreement  so  obtained. 

Lord  Lyndhurst  said,  that  he  had  paid  great 
attention  to  the  argoments  urged  at  the  bar  of  the 
Houses  btrt  saw  no  reason  to  alter  the  opinion 
whicb  he  bad  given  in  the  Court  of  Chancery. 

Judgment  affirmed* 


^^^^^ 


Van. — Upon  the  qu estion,  whether  a&  imiiNiterialy  or  trAal 
■pedes  flflud  degree  ef  misrepreeentatloD,  i»  i^  bar  t*  relief  ia 
equity,  tee  PhOUp^  ▼•  The  Duke  of  Bucks^  1  Vern.  327.>  and 
Mr.  Raithby't  note,  (2.)  p.  229.  Young  v.  CUrif  Free,  in 
Chane.  588.  Sawige  y.  Taytdf,  Ca.  temp.  Talbot,  234. 
thmard  ▼•  Hapk^nSf  %  Atk.  370.  2>m#.  Buxion  y.  LkUrf 
a  Atk.  S83.  Brereton  y.  Cooper^  1  B.P.  C  211.  Anglaey  ▼• 
Atmedeyt  1  B«  P.  C.  289.  In  Lomides  y.  Lane^  2  Coit,  868., 
lori  nttrlaw  C.  aayft  ht  wiS  nov  apply  the  maziar  of  Caveat 
emptoTf  **  where  there  is  a  poitlWii  MpreseDtaition-  eueniiaOjf 
material  to  the  subject  in  question  whidi  is  false/'  See  also 
Imham  t.  Child,  I  B.  C.  C.  95.,  and  £yf^  y.  Popham  in  note^ 
and  S.'G.^  ia  Loft's*  Rap.  786^81&^  and  iSugdenVTend.  and 
Poinh..  121.  note.  Shirty  y.  Slratton,  1  B.  C  C.  440.  Watt 
T.  Siubbs.  1  Mad.  80.  EUardy.  Landaff;  I  Ball  A  B.241.  Beau- 
fnont  t.  3iite9t  1>  Jac.  422.  V.  Clermont  y.  BojAurgif  I  Jac.  ft 
W.  118.  Soatrr.  Hamm,  1  Sim.  18.  and  I  Russ*  ft  M.  128. 
Gaimam  v.  Hwmey,  1*8  Yes.  10.  Siatde^  y.  Robimonf  1  Ross, 
ft  BC  527.    See  also  Parlridg^y.  Usionte,  6  Russ.  195. 
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Account.   &e  Dbbtoh  iiv»  Csauolveib  Iiuto^  Gi7A' 
RAirrsB*    Js«vK«    PRiKcnrAA  j(Hi>  Aesm. 

ACQUISaC£liCE«    iAsrDxBTOBAMBCuk^iTM^    S«uitt« 

ACT  OF  PARLIAMENT.    iSbe  FtBAi»«^.   £«qitt. 

ACTION  UPON  TH£  CASE*    See  Swmm^   FhtMlnnm. 

ADVOWSON. 

In  quare  impedU  for  a  ▼ioatBge^  Ik*  flaintW  giW  h 
eYidencea  ieitiB  of  tkt  adv^waoB  of  K^  ifii  PflDltel^  BMf^ 
wa]l>  uadar  whon»  he  claimed  and  prodooedr  •  Mgai 
yisitatioB  book,  dated  letk  of  Octotar,>  1669^  iv  #hieh 
appeawd*  iie  feUowlBg  entry's  —  **  Nifttkt§i*C&mfi^9^ 
"  mjure  ekiU  iaetdrem  mc  verK  Deiptt&ikMm  Oddiimt 
**Juit  ad  interviend.  cura  aninuirum  in  SceUt  pSU  de 
**  Kittgkuseper  Edvaardum  Elpkm  EfAnn^iexto  OmM$i 
**  ]€2S."  Ib  an  Ike  entf  dee  2a  tbef  raiBe  kodb  white  a 
party  was  admitted  to  a  vicarage,  the  word  **  inttiiutwf* 
was  wiG^  Ikftef  the  word  <^  mhrnsiuSf**  and  ia*all  kat  oae 
JoManoe  Ihe  wcjrd  **  mductm ''  bIbo^  Upon  a^  trial  at 
bav  the  judged  directed  the  jury,  that  **  thia  in  legal 
*^  caBftvuelioB  was  to  be  takoB  lo  meaa  ia  the  present 
**  ease,*  that  Hearj  CoBipto%  in  the  entsy  aamedy  was 
<<  itindtfed^  and  instituted  fay  Edward  King  the  then 
"bishop  of  Elphin,  to-  the  viearage  of  Kiig^BM,  on  a 
"  presantalioa  by  some  other  penoa  to  the  bishop ;  and 
**'that  the  only  question  fiir  the  eonsideiation  of  the 
"  jury  respecting  tke^  entry  was^  bf  whon^  the  present* 
"  ation  was  HMide:  and  that  if  apon  the  whole  of  the 
**'  evidence  the  jary  shoatd  faielieve  that  snob  present- 
•*  ation^of  H«  C#  was  madel^  Patrick  BastxwaH^and  that 
**  the  advowsoB'  of  the  vicarags  ha4  beeoiorigiBally  ap* 
*^  peadant  to  th^  vectory»  and  hadaot  been  dbappended 
<<  therefron,  they  should  find  a  verdict  for  the  Flam- 
«<tilk"  The  DefendamU  having  exeepted  to  tUs  direc- 
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tion  of  the  judge :  Held,  that  it  was  a  misdirection,  and 
a  venire  de  novo  awarded.  —  Cooie  y.  Elphin    -    p.  lOS 

ASSETS.    iS^e  Dbbtor  and  Crsditor.    Issue. 

ATTORNEY  AND  CLIENT.    See  Issub. 

AUCTION  DUTY. 

In  an  action  at  the  suit  of  the  King  against  an  auctioneer, 
upon  the  bond  given  to  make  returns  of  sales  by  auction, 
held  upon  demurrer  to  the  surrejoinder,  that  an  estate 
which  has  been  mortgaged  by  a  person  who  has  become 
bankrupt,  and  is  sold  by  auction  by  direction  of  the 
assignees,  and  with  the  concurrence'  of  trustees  ap- 
pointed to  sell  the  estates  to  discharge  incumbrances, 
&c.,  or  with  the  consent  of  the  mortgagees,  is  by  the 
statute  6<7.4.  c.16.  s.98»  exempt  from  the  auction 
duty.  —  Attorney  General  v.  Wimtanley         -      p.  1  SO 

BANKRUPT.    See  Auction  Duties. 

CANAL.    See  Pleading. 

CHARITY.    SeeMoRTUAiv. 

CQHABITATION.    See  Husband  and  Wife. 

COMPOSITION.    See  Debtor  and  Creditor. 

CONDONATION.     See  Husband  and  Wipe. 

CONSIDERATION.    S««  Guarantee.    Issue. 

CONSTRUCTION.     See  Issue.    Principal  and  Agent. 
Will. 

CROWN.     See  Dignity. 

DEBTOR  AND  CREDITOR.     See  Fraud.    Guarantee. 
Issue. 

D.,  a  partner  in  a  mercantile  firm,  having  applied  to  O. 
who  was  already  a  creditor,  for  further  advances  of 
money  for  the  use  of  the  firm,  which  O.  having  refused 
to  do  without  security,  mortgages  were  executed  to  him 
of  two  of  the  concerns  of  the  firm,  to  secure  15,000L, 
and  of  an  estate,  the  several  property  of  D.  for  10,000/. 
This  estate  was  already  under  mortgage,  but  the  equity 
of  redemption  was  conveyed  by  D.  to  O.  to  secure  the 
advances  and  liabilities  of  O.  on  account  of  the  firm,  to 
the  amount  of  10,000/.  After  the  execution  of  these 
deeds,  O.  made  advances  on  account  of  the  firm  to  the 
extent  of  20,000/.  The  deeds  were  executed  in  1814. 
After  this  time  various  accounts  were  settled  between 
O.  and  the  firm,  in  which  a  balance  was  found  due  from 
them  to  O.  amounting  to  7830/.  beyond  the  25000/.  se- 
cured by  the  three  mortgages.  In  1816  the  firm  became 
insolvent,  andr  in  1817a  docket  was  struck  against  them; 


but  the  creditors,  being  desirous  of  preventing  a  bank^ 
ruptcy,  entered  into  an  agreement  for  a  composition^ 
which  was  carried  into  execution  by  a  deed  dated  in 
September,  1817}  by  which  the  creditors  bound  them- 
selves to  accept  Is.  in  the  pound  upon  their  respec 
tive  debts,  for  which  J.,  one  of  the  partners,  alone  became  . 
liable,  D.  retiring  from  the  firm  and  being  released  from 
the  debts  of  the  firm.  On  the  6th  of  November,  1817, 
the  equity  of  redemption  of  the  premises  belonging  to  the 
firm,  which  O.  held  under  two  deeds  of  mortgage,  were 
conveyed  to  him  in  discharge  of  the  sums  of  10,000f. 
and  SOOOti  respectively,  the  sums  secured  upon  them* 
On  the  same  day  anothet  deed  was  executed  between 
D.  and  O.,  by  which  O.,  upon  certain  conditions,  bound 
himself  to  take  8000/.  instead  of  10,000/.,  the  sum  se« 
cured  upon  the  estate  of  D.,  and  to  permit  him  to  re* 
deem  on  payment  of  that  sum* 
The  deed  of  composition  was  signed  by  O.,  the  first  of  the 
creditors,  and  to'  his  signature  he  added  the  words, 
**  without  prejudice  to  the  securities  which  I  hold.'^ 
The  other  creditors,  parties  to  the  deed,  wrote  their 
signatures  under  that  of  O.  Upon  a  bill  filed  by  O*  to 
raise  the  debt  of  8000/*  by  sale  of  the  mortgaged  pr6« 
mises,  and  a  cross  bill  by  D.,  stating  that  the  partnership 
premises  were  given  up  to  O.  at  a  rate  far  below  their 
value,  insisting  that  the  composition  was  taken  by  O.  for 
his  whole  debt,  that  an  account  ought  to  be  taken  of 
the  value  of  all  the  partnership  property  originally  held 
by  O.  in  security  for  his  debt,  and  that  his  separate 
estate  should  not  be  applied  to  the  payment  of  the  debts 
of  the  firm  until  after  the  partnership  securities  and 
funds  had  been  exhausted  :  Held,  that  the  signature  of 
the  composition  deed  by  O.  was  not,  under  the  circum- 
stances, a  waiver  of  the  security,  and  that  the  equity  of 
D.  (if  any)  to  an  account  and  application  of  the  partner- 
ship securities,  was  lost  by  acquiescence,  and  precluded 
•    by  want  of  interest. — Dm^  y.  Orr        -        -    p.  620 

DECREE.    See  Fraub. 

DEED.    See  Debtor  and  Crxditor.    Fraud. 

DEVISE.    See  Mortmain. 

DIGNITY. 

In  the  grant  of  an  Earldom  by  letters  patent,  a  limitation 
to  the  grantee,  *'  and  his  heirs  male,"  is  'not  void ;  but 
the  honor  in  default  of  heirs  male  of  the  body  of  the 
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grantee  will  descend  to  his  heiri  male  collateral. — JDaxm  , 

Peerage  Claim  -  -  -  •      P*  220  , 

DISABILITY.    Sm  Fraud. 

DISTRESS.    Se€  Lavdj^ord  and  Tsnakt* 

EQUITY. 

Bj  the  Act  48  6^  S.  c.  I16»  s.  98.  it  is  required  that  upon  i 

•  sde  of  lands  for  the  redemption  of  the  land  tax»  the 
pnTcbase  teone^  shovdd  be  paiid  into  the  Bank  of  Eng- 
land, to  the  account  of  the  commissioners  for  the  liqui- 
dation of  the  national  debt,  and  no  discharge  from  the 
land  tax  is  obtained  until  the  money  is  so  paid. 
In  the  jear  1800,  the  guardians  of  M.,  an  iitfant,  under  the 
powers  of  this  act  sold  lands  belonging  to  him  for  the 
redemption  of  the  land  tax.    The  purchase  money  was 
paid  by  H.  the  purcbaiser  into  the  hands  of  solicitorSf 
who  were  employed  professionally  both  by  the  guardians 
and  the  purchaser,  and  remained  in  their  hands  until 
1807,  wheM  M.  came  of  age,  and  his  guardians  accounted 
with  hlmy  and  afterwards  he  settled  accounts  with  the 
solicitors  to  whom  the  purchase  money  had  been  paid, 
and  took  a  security  for  a  balance  due  to  him,  in  which 
the  purchase  money  was  included.  Under  these  circum- 
stances, the  money  was  not  paid  into  the  Bank  accord- 
ii^  to  the  act,  and  H.  continued  to  pay  the  land  tax 
upon  the  premises  purchased  by  him.    No  proceedings 
were  taken  on  either  side  until  the  year  1825,  when  M. 
brought  an  ejectment  to  recover  possession  of  the  pre- 
mises; and  the  devisee  and  trustees  nnder  the  will  of  H., 
who  was  deady  filed  a  bill  to  restrain  the  proceedings  at 
law. 
Held,  principidly  on  the  ground  that  H.  continued  to  pay 
the  land  tax,  that  he  could  have  no  relief  in  equity.  *- 
Hicks  Y.Morani  ...  p.64S 

ESTATE  QUASI  TAIL.    SfeWiu. 

EVIDENCE.    See  Guarantxx.    Landlord  and  Tenant. 
TiTHBS.    Issue.*  Fraud. 

EXCEPTIONS,  BILL  OF.     See  Advowson. 

EXECUTION.    See  Sheriff. 

FALSE  REPRESENTATION.    See  Sheriff. 

FRAUD.    See  Principal  and  Aobnt. 

1 .  v.,  a  judgment  creditor  of  a  tenant  for  life  under  a  deed 
of  marriage  settlement,  by  which  debts  were  charged 
upon  tKe  lands,  in  1779  filed  a  bill  for  sale  of  the  lands 
fov  payment  of  Ilk  debt,  to  which  bill  there  being  no 
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issue  of  the  miirriage  Uieii  io  exiateace,  the  ienante  for 
life  in  possession  and  io  remainder  only  were  made  a 
parties :  trustees  under  a  will  and  of  a  term  for  persons 
entitled  in  remamder,  &c.  were  not  made  paities  to  the 
suit.  In  1782,  V.  obtained  a  decree,  under  which  an 
account  was  taken  of  the  debt  of  V«^  but  no  account  of 
the  incumbrances  affecting  the  lands.  A  sale  was  made 
of  part  of  the  lands  under  this  decree,  and  R.,  a  trustee 
fi>r  y.|  became  the  purchaser.  The  surplus  of  the  pur- 
chase moneyv  by  the  order  upon  further  directions,  was 
to  be  paid  to  the  tenant  for  life  in  possession.  After 
the  decree,  but  before  the  sale*  T.  issue  in  tail  was  bom, 
but  not  made  party  to  the  suit  by  supplemental  bill. 
After  the  sale*  proceedings  were  taken  by  R.,  the  tenant 
for  life  in  remainder,  to  set  aside  the  purchase  for  irre- 
gularity, but  were  dropped  upon  a  compromise  between 
him  and  V.,  who  paid  hush  money  to  R.  and  his  at- 
torney. 

Upon  the  death  of  R.  and  an  elder  brother,  T.,  having 
become  entitled  as  issue  in  tail,  in  1808  filed  a  bill  to 
set  aside  the  decree  and  the  purchase.  To  this  bill 
an  answer  was  put  in  by  V.  and  «  replication  filed  in 
1809,  but  no  further  proceedings  in  the  cause  were 
taken  until  1823,  when  an  amended  bill  was  filed,  T. 
during  the  abeyance  of  the  suit,  having  been  with  a 
few  short  intervals  engaged  in  the  King'«  service  abroad 
as  an  officer  in  the  army :  Held,  under  these  circum- 
stances, that  the  decree  was  erroneous  and  void ;  and  it 
was  set  aside  for  want  of  parties,  and  on  account  of 
irregularity  and  fraud  in  the  proceedings. 

The  absence  of  the  Plaintiff  in  the  King's  service  abroad 
was  held  a  sufficient  excuse  for  the  delay  in  the  pro- 
ceedings, the  Defendant  not  having  applied  to  dismiss 
the  bill  for  want  of  prosecution. 

The  bill  to  set  aside  the  decree  having  diarged  that  par- 
ties interested  were  out  of  the  jurisdiolion  of  the  court, 
it  was  objected  on  the  hearing  of  the  appeal  that  the 
fact  was  not  proved.  Held  that  this  objeolion  not 
having  been  taken  upon  the  hearing  in  the  court  below 
could  not  be  admitted  on  appeal. 

Held  also  that  an  account  directed  from  the  death  of  the 
second  tenant  for  life  was  regular  and  sufficient.— Mti^ 
ttm  V.  Ta99nsend  -  -  "        P*  ^^ 
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5L  H.y  a  wtdowy  letting  lodgings  for  her  liYdihoody  but  haTing 
expectations  of  considerable  property  which  would  de- 
voWe  to  her  upon  the  intestacy  of  an  aunt,  who  was  in 
a  state  of  imbecilityy  induced  M.,  who  was  lately  called 
to  the  Irish  Bar,  upon  a  promise  to  give  him  a  third  of 
the  property  when  realised,  to  assist  her  in  obtaining  a 
commission  of  lunacy  against  the  aunt,  and  getting  her* 
self  appointed  committee  of  the  person  and  estate  of  the 
lunatic.     This  engagement,  so  far  as  related  to  the 
division  of  the  property,  was  embodied  in  a  deed,  dated 
in  1818,  assigning  to  M.  one  third  of  the  property  which 
H.  should  become  entitled  to  on  the  death  of  her  aunU 
M.  accordingly,  with  the  assistance  of  his  brothers,  of 
whom  one  was  a  physician  and  the  other  a  student  in  sur- 
gery, aided  H.  in  attaining  this  object,  and  counteracting 
the  opposition  of  an  adverse  attorney,  of  whose  influence 
H.  had  great  dread.    In  his  co-operation  to  this  end,  M. 
incurred  much  expense,  and  suffered  loss  in  his  pro- 
fessional and  other  pursuits*    He  was  also  engaged  by 
H.  to  reclaim  a  son  of  H«,  who  had  run  away  from 
school,  and  enlisted  in  the  army  as  a  private  soldier. 
This  son  was  placed  under  the  care  and  inspection  of 
M.,  but  his  board,  &c.  was  paid  for  by  H.    The  com- 
mission having  been  obtained,  H.,  upon  the  death  of 
her  aunt,  sold  out  one  moiety  of  the  government  funds 
which  constituted  the  bulk  of  the  property,  and  paid 
over  the  proceeds  to  M«;  the  other  moiety  of  the  funds 
was  afterwards  transferred  by  H.  to  M.     The  whole 
amount  transferred  was  83,690^  8  per  Cents,  and  8,00(M!. 
East  India  Stock.    In  1819,  shortly  after  the  date  of 
the  transfer,  mutual  releases  were  executed  between  H. 
and  M.    In  1822,  H.  filed  a  bill  stadng  the  facts,  and 
that  she  had  brought  an  action  against  M.  for  21,588il, 
being,  as  she  calculated,  the  proceeds  of  two  thirds  of 
the  funds  transferred  and  possessed  by  him,  and  praying 
that  he  might  be  restrained  from  setting  up  the  release  as 
a  defence  to  the  action ;  that  it  might  be  declared  fraud- 
ulent and  void,  and  delivered  up  to  be  canceUed.  M.,  by 
his  answer  setting  forth  services  which  he  had  performed 
on  behalf  of  H.,  stated  a  will  made  by  H.  under  the 
advice  of  her  solicitor,  and  various  promises  by  her  made 
by  parol  and  in  writing,  to  give  to  M.,  in  consideration  of 
the  services,  one  half  instead  of  one  third  of  the  property 
to  which  she  should  become  entitled  on  the  death  of 
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her  aunt ;  and  he  contended,  that  under  the  subsequent 
agreements  he  was  entitled  to  one  half  by  gift,  admitting 
that  he  was  a  trustee  for  H.  as  to  the  other  half  of  the 
funds.  In  January,  1823>  H.  filed  an  amended  bill, 
making  the  brothers  parties  as  accomplices  in  the  fraud, 
but  still .  as  against  M.  praying  only  an  account,  and 
relief  as  to  two  thirds  of  the  funds,  submitting,  that  in 
taking  the  account,  a  liberal  remuneration  dmuld  be 
allowed  to  the  brothers.  In  December,  18SS,  H.  filed 
a  bill,  said  to  be  in  the  nature  of  a  supplemental  bill, 
praying  that  the  deed  of  1818,  assigning  to  M.  one 
third,  and  the  release,  might  be  set  aside  and  cancelled, 
and  that  he  might  account  for  all  the  funds  transferred 
and  monies  paid  to  him,  without  any  allowance  for 
services;  and  it  was  decreed  accordingly,  and  this  de- 
cree affirmed  on  appeal* — Maccahe  y.  Huuey  -  p.  715 
GRANT.  See  Dignity. 
GUARANTEE. 

W.  and  Co.  being  about  to  engage  P.  C.  as  a  clerk,  a 
letter  was  addressed  to  them  by  L.  and  D.,  containing 
the  following  expressions:— ^<  Entertaining  the  highest 
''  opinion  of  P.  C/s  integrity,  &c.  we  hold  ourselves 
^*  responsible  to  you  in  the  sum  of  500/.  sterling  for  his 
*'  discharging  faithfully  and  honestly  any  duty  assigned 
^'  to,  or  trust  reposed  in  him ;  and  we  are  ready  to 
**  execute  deeds  to « that  effect,  and  for  that  or  any 
*<  larger  sum  wherein  you  require  it*'*  After  the  receipt 
of  this  letter,  P.  C.  entered  into  the  service  of  W.  and 
Co.,  and  was  employed  by  tliem  as  clerk  at  their  brewery 
at  B.  until  1821,  when  he  was  removed  to  another 
brewery  of  W.  and  Co.  at.L.  Upon  his  removal  he 
sent  in  a  statement  of  his  receipts  and  disbursements 
at  B.,  upon  which  he  made  himself .  debtor  to  the 
amount  of  879/.  His  pa3rments  made  to  W.  and  Co., 
after  his  removal  to  L.,  exceeded  the  balance  left  due 
.  upon  the  account  at  B.  But  his  debt  to  them  on  ac- 
count of  monies  received  at  L.  also  exceeded  that 
amount.  He  died  indebted  to  W.  and  Co.  for  monies 
received  on  their  account.  W.  and  Co.  brought  their 
action  against  L.  and  D.  upon  the  letter  of  guarantee, 
above  stated.  The  declaration  consisted  of  ten  special 
and  two  common  counts.  In  the  first  four  counts,  the 
undertaking  is  stated  to  be  for  the  discharge  of  duties 
at  B.    In  the  six  following  counts,  it  is  stated  to  be  for 
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Am  dkchsrgit  of  Aities  m  agent  i^enerdly ;  and  in  these 
last  named  coant8»  the  con«deration  staled  is,  thatW.  and 
Co.  would,  at  the  cequest  of  L.  and  D.»  appoint  P.  C. 
«s  Aair  agei^  and  it  is  stated  that  they  did  so. 
To  this  ^daration  the  Defendant  fleaded  the  general 
sssuoi  and  that  there  was  no  aofte  or  menoianduni  in 
writingy  signed  by  the  DefesHlant,  showing  die  coa- 
aidefation  fiir  the  promise  stated  in  the  dedaralioD, 
The  Plaimtf  took  issue  upon  the  6r8t  of  these  pleas, 
jynd  to  iho  second  wpUed,  that  there  was  a  note  in 
writingy  signed  bj  the  Defendant,  showing  the  con- 
aidesation  of  the  promises.  The  Defendant  demurred 
to  this  oeplication.  The  demurrer,  which  ecsted  on  the 
^aound  that  the  replication  had  the  elfect  of  putting 
snatter  of  law  to  the  jury,  was  07er«fulod  in  the  Court 
below,  and  this  judgment  was  affirmed. 
Upon  bill  of  exceptions  and  writ  of  error,  the  fdHowing 
points  were  decided : — 1  •  That  an  account  delivBesed  by  a 
principal  charging  himself,is  evidence  against  hisaure^, 
fi.  That  the  letter  of  guarantee,'  by  aeoessaiy  inference, 
espressed  a  ooBrfderatioai,  vis.  the  employment  of  P.  C. 
S.  That  the  |oonaideration  espressed  is  such  as  alleged 
in  Ae  6th  oount  of  the  dedaration,  whidi  is  as  general 
as  the  letter.  4.  That  where  an  account  is  deliYcred 
by  an  agent,  in  which  he  chaiges  himself  with  a 
bdaace,  and  he  continues  to  recdye  moojes  for  his 
prineipsi,  his  subaequent  payments  are  not  necessarily 
to  he  €rst  i^lied  to  the  extinction  of  the  previous 
l>daaca,  where  <the  subsequent  receipts  are  equal  to  the 
aubseqnent  payments.^— £yMf  A^  y.  Walker  p.  8 

HOMOUR.    Soff  Dignity. 

lIUflBAND  AND  WIFE. 

8y  a  deed  dated  in  1817,  after  reciting  that  disputes  had 
existed  betweea  W.and  E.  his  wife,  and  that  they  had 
been  on  die  point  of  separation,  it  was  witnessed,  that 
In  eonrideratien  that  the  wife  had  consented  to  cohabit 
With  the  husband,  he  had  covenanted  with  S.  (a  trustee) 
to  convey  estates  to  his  use,  ftc.»  for  ninety-nine  years, 
4^0.  The  trusts  of  this  term  were,  that  in  case  the 
wife^  Aoald  find  herself  compelled  by  a  renewal  of  the 
disputes  to  cease  to  cohabit  with  her  husband,  or  live 
apart  from  him,  that  a  suffident  annuity  for  her  separate 
mdfftonance  should  be  raised  out  of  the  rents,  or  by 


sale  or  mortgage  of  the  ternii  and  in  that  event  the 
husband  agreed  to  execute  articles  of  separation.  The 
deed  contained  no  covenant  by  the  trustee  indemnifying 
the  husband  against  the  debts  of  the  wife,  and»  after  the 
execution  of  this  deed^  the  husband  and  wife  continued 
to  live  together. 

By  an  indenture  in  1818|  made  between  the  husband  and 
wife  and  trustees,  after  reciting  that  the  husband,  at  the 
desire  of  the  wife,  had  agreed  to  live  separate  and 
apart  from  her,  and  to  allow  her  separate  maintenance, 
the  husband  demised  the  estate  to  trustees,  for  a  term, 
to  raise  provisions  for  the  wife  and  an  infant  daughter ; 
and  the  husband  covenanted  that  the  wife  might  live 
separate  and  apart  from  him,  and  free  from  his  authority, 
control,  &c« 

Tills  deed  contuned  no  indenmity  against  debts. 

Hie  parties  continued  to  live  in  the  same  house,  although 
they  slept  in  separate  rooms,  and  met  at  board,  and 
appeared  in  the  world  as  man  and  wife,  until  June, 
1819,  when  they  finally  separated. 

In  1822,  the  trustees  in  the  deed  of  1818  distrained  upon 
the  tenants  of  the  land  charged  with  the  annuity  to  the 
wife. 

Upon  bill  filed  in  equity,  and  appeal,  held  that  the  deeds 

were  void;  the  first  as  providing  for  a  prospective  separa« 

Uon,  and  the  second  because  there  was  a  reconciliation. 

— -  fFettmeath  v.  Saliibury  -        -        -        •        p.  839 

ISSUE.    See  Yf  ILL. 

I.     Under  a  decree  for  the  administration  of  assets,  N.,  a 

creditor,  brought  in  before  the  Master  a  claim  upon  a  * 

bond  of  E.  K.  the  testatrix,  and.  M.  K.  her  sister,  for 
12,000^,  whereupon,  at  the  instance  of  the  parties  in 
the  suit,  it  was  directed  that  N.  should  be  examined 
upon  interrogatories,  &c.  Upon  his  examination  he 
deposed  that  the  bond  was  given  partly  for  money  lent 
V  and  partly  for  services,  but  was  uniable  to  state  the  pro- 
portions. It  appeared  also  that  he  had  received  monies 
on  account  of  E.  K.  and  M.  K.,  and  that  he  had  taken 
memorandums  for  some  of  his  payments,  but  had  no 
vouchers  for  the  payments ;  that  no  accounts  were  kept, 
and  no  settlement  took  place  before  the  execution  of 
the  bond,  at  which  time  the  vouchers  were  destroyed. 
The  Master  by  his  report  certified  that  N.  was  the  con- 
fidential friend  and  adviser  of  Lady  E.K.  for  many 
T0L.y.  St  ' 
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years  before  her  death,  and  was  in  the  habit  of  raising 
money  for  her  use  by  procuring  loans  from  C.  and  Co^ 
who  were  her  bankers, -and  joining  with  £.K.  and  her 
sister  M.K.  in  securities  to  C.  and  Co.;  that  in  1813, 
2000^.  was  borrowed  of  C.  and  Co.  by  E.  K.»  and  that 
N.  joined  in  a  bond  to  secure  the  repayment;  that 
on  the  15th  day  of  July,  1815,  E.  K.  and  M.  K^  by  the 
agency  of  N.,  borrowed  10,000?.  of  C.  and  Co.,  the  re- 
payment of  which  was  secured  by  the  joint  bond  of  N. 
as  surety  with  E.  K.  and  M.  K. ;  that  the  bond  for 
12,000/.  was  executed  on  the  same  day ;  that  the  solici- 
tors of  E.  K.  and  M.  K.  were  not  consulted  nor  any 
professional  person  present  when  the  bond  was  executed; 
and  that  it  had  been  submitted  to  him  under  these  cir- 
cumstances, and  from  the  evidence  of  letters  produced, 
that  the  bond  for  12,0001.  was  an  indemnity  or  counter- 
security.    (In  one  of  these  letters  from  N.  to  E«K.  dated 
the  28th  of  January,  1815,  he  says,  '<  I  hare  not  seen 
^Mr.Couttsfbr  several  months,  having  studiously  avoided 
**  him,  because  I  had  not  followed  his  advice  in  taking 
^a  counter-security,''  &c.)     The  Master  also  found 
and  certified  that  E.  E.  by  her  will  bequeathed  to  N. 
a  sum  of  2000/.  for  his  services ;  and  upon  consideration 
of  the  examination,  the  letters,  &c,  he  certified  his 
opinion  that  the  bond  was  not  a  bond  of  indemnity,  but 
a  voluntary  bond  given  to  N.  as  a  bounty  by  E.  K.  and 
M.  K.,  without  any  consideration  having  been  paid  or 
given  for  the  same.    The  Plaintifi  in  the  cause  excepted 
to  this  report,  on  the  ground  that  it  ought  to  have  cer- 
tified that  the  bond  was  given  as  an  indemnity.   N.  also 
excepted  to  it,  upon  the  ground  that  it  ought  to  have 
certified  that  the  bond  was  g^ven  partly  for  services  and 
partly  for  money  lent. 
N.  died  in  1828,  leaving  the  appellant  his  personal  repre- 
sentative. 
The  cause  was  heard  in  1829  before  the  Master  of  the 
Rolls  upon  the  exceptions,  &c.  when  issues  were  directed, 
1.  whether  the  bond  as  to  any  and  what  part  thereof 
was  for  services  performed  by  N.>  &c.,  or  as  to  any  and 
what  part  for  money  lent,  &c. ;  2.  whether  it  was  exe- 
cuted as  a  bond  of  indemnity  to  N.  in  respect  of  the 
bond  of  10,0001.  to  C.  and  Co.  in  which  N.  was  a 
co-obligor,  or  in  respect  of  any  other  engagement  into 
which  N.had  entered  as  a  security  for  E.  K.  and  M«  K.; 
8.  whether  it  was  intended  as  a  gift,  &c. 
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Upon  appeal  against  the  order  directing  these  issues,  held 
(reversing  the  order)  that  issues  ought  not  to  have  been 
directed,  but  that  the  court  below  ought  to  have  decided 
upon  the  evidence  in  the  cause,  whether  it  was  a  bond 
of  indemnity,  or  for  consideration,  or  gratuitous,,  or 
otherwise. — iVtco/v.  Vaughan      -  -  p.  505 

2*  Upon  the  sale  under  a  trust  of  an  estate  called  G.,  which 
was  sul^ect  to  a  mortgage  to  J.  &  an  attorney,  J.  be- 
came the  purchaser,  and  in  part  of  the  purchase  money 
agreed  with  J.  P.  who,  jointly  with  W.  P«,  was  interested 
in  the  proceeds  of  the  estate  G.,  to  convey  an  estate 
called  M.,  valued  at  9O001.  This  estate  was  accordingly 
conveyed  to  T.  J.,  a  partner  in  business  with  J.  S.,  who 
in  the  deeds  appeared  to  be  a  trustee  for  J.  P.  The 
deeds  so  executed  were  1^  in  the  possession  of  J.  S., 
who^  upon  some  few  occasions,  had  acted  as  the  solicitor 
of  J.  P. 

J.  P.  having,  in  1817f  upon  the  security  of  this  estate  of 
M.,  borrowed  7002.  of  W.  W.,  applied  to  J.  S.  for  the 
deeds,  in  order  to  complete  the  security,  and  they  ac- 
cordingly were  delivered  by  J*  S.  to  X  P«,  and  were 
placed  in  the  hands  of  W.  W«  as  mortgagee.  In  1818 
J.  P.  borrowed  a  farther  sum  of  ISOOL  of  A.  G.,  where- 
upon W.  W.  conveyed  the  estate  to  A.  G.,  and  the  deeds 
were  delivered  up  to  hinu  Part  of  the  1500/.  so  bor- 
rowed was  applied  in  discharge  of  the  principal  and 
interest  dae  to  W.  W.,  and  other  part  in  satisfaction  of 
two  judgments  which  had  been  entered  up  against  J.  P. 
by  creditors,  for  whom  T.  J.,  the  partner  of  J.  S.,  acted 
as  solicitor. 

Upon  this  occasion  T.  J.  having  refused  to  join  in  the  con« 
veyance  to  A.  G.,  a  bill  in  Chancery  was  filed  to  compel 
bim  to  convey ;  and  he  by  his  answer  having  suggested 
tibat  he  held  the  estate  in  trust  for  J.  S.  as  well  as  J.  P., 
the  biU  was  amended  by  making  J.  8.  a  co-Defendant. 
He  by  his  answer  swore  that  the  estate  of  G«  was  by 
agreement  between  him  and  J.  P.  sold  for  their  joint 
benefit  in  moieties;  that  the  estate  of  M.  was,  for  reasons 
of  convenience,  conveyed  in  trust  nominally  for  J.  P., 
but  that  T.  J.,  being  Us  partner,  was  on  that  account 
made  the  trustee  in  the  deed;  and  for  the  same  reasons 
the  deeds  were  left  in  the  possession  of  J.  S.,  and  that 
an  account  respecting  the  estate  had  been  settled  and 

37  2 


766  INDEX. 

signed  by  the  PlainlHT,  in  which  it  appeared  that  J.  S. 
was  jointly  interested  with  him.  On  the  part  of  the 
Plaintiff  the  facts  as  before  stated  were  proved;  and  it 
was  also  proyed»  that  in  various  transactions  and  con* 
▼ersations  relating  to  the  sale  and  mortgage  of  the 
estates  in  question,  they  were  considered  and  spoken  of 
as  the  estates  of  I.  P.,  and  that  J.  S.  never  claimed  any 
interest  in  them.  But  one  of  the  Plaintiff's  witnesses 
deposed,  that  J.  S.  in  a  conversation  with  him,  said  that 
^  he  thought  J.  P.  had  bought  the  estate  for  him,  but 
**  J.  P.  took  it  for  himself;  that  he  (J.  S.)  and  W.  P.  (who 
**  was  part  owner  with  J.  P.  of  the  estate  to  be  sold) 
**  were  not  friends,  but  that  J.  P.  and  W.  P.,  who  was 
**  his  unde,  were  friends,  and  that  J.  P.  could  make  a 
<'  better  bargain.** 

There  was  also  evidence  that  J.  S.  refused  to  deMver  the 
deeds  to  J.  P.  until  J.  P.  had  signed  the  account  set  up 
by  the  answer. 

On  the  part  of  J.  S.,  the  Defendant  in  the  suit,  it  was 
sworn  by  T.  J.  his  partner  and  co-Defendant,  that  he 
was  made  trustee  for  J.  S.  as  well  as  J.  P.,  and  that  the 
account  showing  their  joint  interest  was  fairly  settled 
and  signed  by  J.  P.  afler  deliberate  investigation. 

Held,  under  these  circumstances,  in  the  court  below,  and 
upon  i^pealy  that  J.  S*,  upon  the  proposal  of  the  court, 
not  having  acceded  to  the  suggestion  that  an  issue 
would  be  directed  if  the  parties  had  any  further  evidence 
to  offer,  it  was  properly  decreed,  that  T.J.  was  a  trustee 
for  J.  P.  only.—- t/amex  v.  Price        -  •  p.419 

S.  O.  Rochfort,  upon  becoming  a  partner  in  an  Irish  brewery, 
to  enable  him  to  bring  in  his  share  of  capital,  borrowed 
of  the  bank  of  Noel  and  Co.  a  sum  of  10,000{.,  by  draw- 
ing bills  at  various  dates,  which  were  accepted  by  the 
bank :  and,  by  way  of  security,  executed  to  Noel  and 
Co.  four  bonds  for  25007.  each,  payable  at  different 
periods,  together  with  warrants  of  attorney,  on  which 
judgments  were  entered  up.  Shortly  after  the  form- 
ation of  the  new  partnership,  the  bank  of  Noel  and  Co. 
called  upon  the  firm  to  give  security  for  the  balance  due 
to  the  bank  from  the  new  and  the  old  firm,  and  thereupon 
the  new  firm,  by  deedi  assigned  to  one' of  the  partners  in 
the  bank,  in  trust  for  Noel  and  Co.,  the  premises,  on 
whi<ih  the  firm  carried  on  business,  to  secure  the  balance 
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due  and  future  advances.  A  bond  and  warrant  of  at* 
tomey  for  40,000if.  were  at  the  satpe  time  executed  bj 
way  of  collateral  security* 

This  deed  of  assignment  was  executed  in  1802. 

Immediately  after  the  execution  of  this  deed,  the  bank 
called  upon  6.  Rochfort  for  payment  of  the  10,00021 
secured  by  the  four  bonds,  &c. ;  in  answer  to  which  ap- 
plication, G.  Rochfort  pleaded  inability  to  pay,  and 
that  the  time  stipulated  for  payment  had  not  arrived. 

In  1804>,  execution  having  issued  at  tlie  suit  of  the  bank, 
against  the  firm  for  the  sum  of  40,000/.,  the  Respondent, 
G.  Rochfort,  at  the  instance  of  his  partners,  executed 
to  the  bank  a  bond  for  20,000/.,  conditioned  for  the  exe- 
cution of  a  mortgage  for  10,000/.  in  part  security  for 
the  balance  due  from  the  partnership  to  the  bank«  At 
this  time  a  treaty  of  compromise  was  pending,  and  in  an 
account  furnished  by  the  bank)  of  advances  to  the  new 
and  old  firm,  to  the  amount  of  131,285/.,  the  debit  side 
comprised  the  bills  for  10,000//  accepted  by  the  bank 
when  G.  Rochfort  became  a  partner.  Terms  of  com- 
position were  founded  upon  this  account,  and  in  May, 
1804,  a  mortgage,  pursuant  to  a  deed  of  compromise,  was 
executed,  by  which  the  Respondent,  G.  Rochfort,  con- 
veyed estates  to  secure  to  the  bank  the  sum  of  10,000/. 

li  appeared  by  the  entries  in  two  pass-books,  that  the  bank 
had  debited  themselves  as  for  the  repayment  of  the 
10,000^.  secured  by  the  four  bonds  for  2500/.,  and  that 
the  cash  balance  Uien  due  to  the  bank  by  the  old  firm, 
being  20,000^.,  was  thereby  reduced  to  10,000/.  On 
the  25th  of  May,  1804,  a  deed  was  executed,  by  which, 
after  reciting  the  settlement  of  accounts,  as  between  the 
old  and  new  firm,  and  the  bank,  and  the  compromise 
with  the  new  firm,  and  the  security  given  by  the  Re- 
spondent, G.  Rochfort,  as  part  of  that  compromise,  the 
bank  released  all  and  every  the  partners  of  the  firm  from 
all  suits  and  demands,  on  account  of  any  sums  lent  or 
paid  by  the  bank  on  any  bill  of  exchange  or  other 
aecurity,  on  account  of  the  old  and  the  new  firm,  or 
either  of  them,  or  any  transaction  relating  thereto. 

The  Respondent,  G.  Rochfort,  subsequent  to  the  execu- 
tion of  the  deed  of  release,  had  made  several  payments 
to  the  bank  on  account  of  the  four  bonds*  But,  on  ap- 
plication for  the  balance,  he  contended  that  the  bonds 
were  discharged  by  the  effect  of  the  entries  in  the  pass- 
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book  and  the  deed  of  release.  The  bank  thereupon 
filed  a  bill  to  foreclose  the  mortgage,  and  the  Respon- 
dent, G.  Rochfort,  on  the  grounds  aboYe  stated,  filed  a 
cross  bill  to  set  aside  the  mortgage,  as  fraudulentlj  ob« 
tained,  or  that  the  payments  on  the  bonds,  as  made  in 
mistake,  might  be  set  off  against  the  monies  secured  by 
the  mortgage.  Upon  the  hearing,  an  account  was  de* 
creed  of  what  was  due  upon  the  mortgage,  giving  to 
G.  Rochfort  credit  for  all  monies  paid  by  him  to  the 
Plaintifis.  ^ 

Upon  appeal,  this  decree  was  reversed,  and  the  cross 
bill  was  dismissed,  but  without  prejudice  to  any  claim 
which  G.  Rochfort  might  have  upon  the  Appellants  at 
law,  in  respect  of  payments  made  upon  the  bonds ;  and 
without  prejudice  to  any  right  which  the  Appellants 
might  have  for  relief  in  equity  as  to  the  release :  and  it 
•  was  declared,  that  the  Appellants  were  entitled  to  a 
decree  for  an  account  of  what  was  due  to  them  upon 
the  mortgage;  and  that  in  taking  such  account  G* 
Rochfort  was  not  entitled  to  credit  for  payments  made 
in  discharge  of  the  bonds. 

After  this  order  of  reversal,  the  interest  in  the  mortgage 
and  the  bonds  was  transferred  to  the  Appellant ;  and 
G.  Rochfort  being  dead,  a  bill  was  filed  against  his 
devisees  and  executors  for  payment  of  the  demand  out 
of  the  real  and  personal  assets  of  G.  Rochfort;  and  in 
this  suit  the  same  points,  in  substance,  as  in  the  original 
suit,  having  been  raised,  it  was  by  the  decree  directedt 
that  the  parties  should  proceed  to  a  trial  at  law  upon 
two  issues: — 1.  Whether  the  sums  secured  by  the 
bonds  were  paid  or  satisfied ;  and  if  not,  3.  Whether  the 
deed  of  1804  was,  in  law,  a  release  of  the  sums  secured 
by  the  bonds.  Held,  on  appeal,  that  the  second  issue 
being  a  question  of  law,  and  not  of  fact,  could  not  pro- 
perly be  sent  to  a  jury  for  decision.  —  Nod  v.  Rochfort 

p.  667 
LANDLORD  AND  TENANT. 

A  lease  having  been  granted  for  lives,  with  covenant  for 
perpetual  renewal,  the  grantees  demised  the  lands  by 
an  indenture  having  all  the  forms,  and  subject  to  all 
the  obligations,  of  a  common  lease  with  covenants  for 
payment  of  rent,  and  powers  reserved  of  distress  and 
re-entry  for  non-payment,  covenant  for  perpetual  re- 
newal, &c.    The  habendum  was  hr  the  same  lives  as  in 
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the  original  lease,  but  this  fact  did  not  appear  by  the 
indenture  of  leaae.  The  rent  being  in  arrear,  and  a 
distress  thereupon  taken  for  rent  upon  replevin,  the 
Defendants  pleaded  their  title  by  a  general  avowry 
under  the  Irish  statute  25  G.  2.  c.  IS.  (1 1  G.  2.  £ng.) : 
Held,  that  evidence  was  admissible  to  show  that  the 
lives  in  the  sublease  were  the  same  as  in  the  original 
lease;  that»  the  whole  interest  having  been  granted,  it 
operated  as  an  assignment ;  and  that  the  Defendants  in 
replevin  could  not  avow  generally  under  the  statute.  — 
^    Pluck  V*  Digges  -  -  -  -     p.  SI 

LAND  TAX.     See  Equity. 

LEASE.'      See  Landlord  and  Tenant.     Specific  Per- 
formance. 

LEGACY.     See  Will. 

LIMITATION.    See  Dignity. 

MISDIRECTION  OF  JUDGE.     See  Advowson. 

MODUS.    See  Tithes. 

MORTGAGEE.    S(e  Auction  Duty. 

MORTMAIN^ 

D.  S.  by  origin  a  Scotchman^  having  acquired  a  fortune  in 
the  West  Indies  in  the  year  1791,  while  he  was  residing 
in  London  made  his  will,  by  which  he  lefl  the  residue 
of  his  real  and  personal  estate,  subject  to  certain  charges^ 
to  trustees,  upon  trust  to  invest  so  much  as  was  personal 
in  the  purchase  **  of  lands  or  rents  of  inheritance  in 
<*  fee-simplCf  for  the  intent  and  purpose  mentioned,  con- 
**  tained,  and  expressed  in  a  certain  instrument  or  writing, 
,  **  bearing  even  date  "  with  his  will. 
By  an  instrument  of  even  date  referring  to  the  Will,  the 
trusts  declared  were  **  to  pay  two  thirds  thereof"  (f •  e.  of 
the  yearly  rents  of  the  lands)  **  towards  the  relief  and 
<*  comfort  of  all  such  daughters  of  gentlemen  residing  in 
**  the  neighbourhood  of  Montrose  who  should  be  left  at 
**  the  death  of  their  fathers  destitute  of  support  or  with*  a 
*' scanty  maintenance,"  &c. 
Held  that  this  was  a  void  bequest. 

In  180S  a  Bill  to  which  the  Attorney-General  was  a  party 
had  been  filed  by  the  Respondent,  praying  a  declaration 
that  the  bequest  for  charitable  purposes  was  void ;  upon 
this  Bill  a  decree  was  made  in  favour  of  the  Respondent 
and  others  in  1809,  under  which  they  held  the  property 
without  dispute  till  1823 ;  when  a  bill  was  filed  by  the 
Appellants,  stating  the  former  bill  and  proceedingSi  but 
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omitted  to  state  that  the  Attorney^^General  was  a  party* 
To  this  Bill  the  Respondent  demurred,  but  the  demurrer 
was  overruled  because  it  did  not  appear  on  die  face  of 
the  Bill  that  the  Attomey-^General  was  a  party  to  the 
former  suit ;  but  leave  was  given  to  put  in  a  plea,  which 
was  accordingly  done.  The  plea  consisted  of  a  state- 
ment of  the  former  suit  and  proceedings,  and  the  decree 
made  under  it«  The  Appellant  then  presented  a  petition 
ofre-hearingofthe  former  suit;  but  the  plea  was  allowed, 
and  the  decree  affirmed  on  rehearing. -^^^^onuyG^iitfra/ 
y.MUl  .  -  p.  »S 

NEW  TRIAL.    See  Anvowsow. 

PARISH.    See  Tithes. 

PARTIES.    See  Fraud. 

PEERAGE.    See  Dignity. 

PLEADING.    See  Guarantee.    Landlord  and  TxNAvr* 
Sherivv.    Fraud.    Mortmain. 
A  company  of  proprietors  had  power,  under  an  act  of 
^  parliamenti  to  make  a  canal  with  a  weir  upon  such  a 

construction,  that  the  surplus  water  of  the  river  from 
which  it  was  fed  should  flow  into  a  watercourse,  which, 
before  the  passing  of  the  act,  was  used  for  working 
machinery  belonging  to  B.  The  canal  haviiig  been 
constructed  under  this  act,  another  act  was  afterwards 
obtained  to  raise  more  money,  and  giving  further  powers 
as  to  the  extension  of  the  canal,  but  providing  that  all  the 
works  to  be  done  under  the  acts  should  be  completed 
within  two  years  from  the  passing  of  the  latter  act. 
After  the  expiration  of  the  two  years,  the  company 
having  deepened  the  channel  of  the  canal,  so  as  to 
diminish  the  supply  of  water  in  the  watercourse  of  B., 
he  brought  an  action  against  the  company  for  damages ; 
in  which  he  recovered  a  verdict  and  judgment. 
Held,  upon  writ  of  error,  that  a  declaration  stating  such  a 
case  shewed  a  sufficient  cause  of  action ;  and  that, 
although  the  company  might  originally  have  made  the 
canal  of  the  depth  complained  of,  yet  that,  having  once 
completed  it  under  the>  act  they  had  no  power  to  alter 
it  afterwards  so  as  to  affect  the  supply  of  water  to  the 
works  of  B.,  and  that  under  the  latter  act  they  had  no 
power  to  make  any  alteration  after  the  lapse  of  two 
years  from  the  passing  of  the  act.  —  Gtamorgamhire 
Canal  Navigation  v.  Blakemore         -        -  p.    547 

PORTION.     See  Tithes. 
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PRACTICE.    SeeUnvt.    Fbai^d.    MoRTMAifT. 

In  a  suit  by  children  entitled  to  portions  against  the  eze« 
Ctttors  of  their  father's  will,  whose  estate  was  charged 
with  the  portionsi  the  execator  being  guardian  of  the 
childreni  and  also  a  creditor  upon  the  father's  estate^ 
whose  suit  was  continued  against  his  representative, 
certain  sums  were,  by  the  Master's  report,  found  due  to 
the  estate  of  the  executor,  &c. :  the  report  of  the 
Master  proceeded  upon  an  account  stated  and  settled 
between  the  executor  and  some  of  the  children  entitled 
to  portions,  and  signed  by  them,  but  not  signed  by  the 
Plaintifi  in  the  suit.  Ilie  report,  however,  was  con« 
firmed :  and,  after  various  proceedings  in  the  suit,  upon 
application  of  the  Plaintiffi(,  leave  was  given  to  take  pro« 
ceedings  for  reviewing  the  matter  of  the  report,  upon 
the  condition  that  the  Plaintifis  should  pay  the  costs  of 
the  proceeding,  or  otherwise  that  the  matter  of  the 
report  should  stand  confirmed.  Held,  on  appeal,  that 
the  Plaintifiii,  not  having  complied  with  the  conditions, 
were  not  entitled  to  relief.  —  Bouckier  v.  DUhn  p.  688 

After  a  petition  of  appeal  had  been  presented,  complaining 
only  of  one  order  of  the  Court  below,  leave  was  given 
16  extend  the  rule  to  others: 
PREROGATIVE.    See  Dignity. 
PRINCIPAL  AND  AGENT. 

A  broker  or  agent  being  employed  by  a  customer  to  sell 
foreign  stock  on  a  day  specified  by  him  in  a  letter  of  in- 
structions, purchased  the  stock  in  the  name  of  his  part- 
ners, a  firm  in  Paris,  at  the  market  price  of  the  day ; 
being  also  employed  to  purchase  foreign  stock  and  bonds 
for  his  customer,  according  to  his,  the  agent's,  recom- 
mendation, he  transmitted  accounts  of  the  transactions 
to  his  employer,  with  broker's  notes,  ftc,  as  if  be  had 
purchased  the  stock  of  third  persons. 

In  fact,  no  stock  or  bonds  were  purchased,  no  transfers 
were  made,  no  brokers'  notes  passed,  but  the  sales  were 
nominal  of  stock  and  bonds  remaining  In  the  hands  of 
the  agent  and  his  partners,  and  not  set  apart,  nor  appro- 
priated to  the  customer.  An  ofder  to  effect  these  pur- 
chases, loans  of  money  were  made  by  the  agent  to  the 
customer,  upon  agreement  that  the  stock  and  bonds 
should  remain  as  a  deposit  In  the  hands  of  the  agent ;  to 
secure  the  repajrment  of  money  advanced. 

The  stock  and  bonds  were  afterwards  sold  at  a  loss,  under 
the  advice  of  the  agent. 
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In  18I9i  an  account  of  these  transactions  wbs  rendered 
and  settled  between  the  customer  and  the  agent,  and 
great  loss  having  been  incurred  upon  the  transactions,  a 
large  balance  was  paid  by  the  customer  to  the  agent. 

Upon  bill  filed  in  1824,  all  the  transactions  were  set  aside, 

and  an  account  decreed  against  the  agent.    This  decree 

was  affirmed  on  appeal* — Rothschild  v.  Broohnan  p.  165 

PRINCIPAL  AND  SURETY.   See  Dbbtor  Am  Cbbditor. 

G0ARANTES. 

RECONCILIATION.    See  Husband  and  Wita. 

REPLEVIN.    See  Landlord  and  Tenant. 

SECURITY.    See  Debtor  and  Creditor. 

SEPARATION,  DEED  OF.    See  Husband  and  Wife. 

SHERIFF. 

A  sheriff,  upon  the  representation  of  the  Plaintiff  in  a  suit^ 
having  seized  goods  under  a  fieri  &cias,  as  belonging  to 
the  Defendant,  and  damages  having  been  recovered 
against  the  sheriff  by  a  third  person,  claiming  the  goods, 
an  action  upon  the  case  lies  at  the  suit  of  the  sheriff  for 
the  false  representation.  A  declaration  stating  such  a 
case,  without  averment  of  fraud  in  the  representation,  or 
knowledge  of  ifSB  falsehood,  held  good  upon  motion  in 
arrest  oT  judgmenU-^Humphreyi  v.  Pratt         -    p.  154 

SOLICITOR.     See  Issue. 

SPECinC  PERFORMANCE. 

H.and  K*,  W.  and  F.,  being  entitled  respectively  to  shares  in 
atheatre,  by  agreement  between  them,  in  183S»  the  theatre 
was  let  to  K.  W.  and  F.  for  a  term  of  ten  years,  at  a 
rent  of  12,000/.  C.»  who  had  also  a  share  in  the  theatre, 
was  not  a  party  to  this  agreemeftt.  In  182S,  C»  filed  a 
bill  against  H.  and  K.,  W.  and  F.,  stating  a  deed  made 
^  in  1812,  between  the  then  shareholders  of  the  theatre, 

by  which  they  contracted  with  each  other  that  the  funds 
of  the  theatre  should  be  applied  in  payment  of  debts,  of 
which  some  remained  unsatisfied,  and  that  the  funds 
were  now  applied  contrary  to  the  provisions  of  this  deed ; 
upon  this  bill,  a  receiver  was  appointed,  by  order,  in 
1824*.  This  deed  appeared  to  have  been  acted  upon  for  a 
year  or  two,  but  not  afterwards.  As  soon  as  the  receiver 
had  been  appointed,  K.  W.  and  F.  gave  notice  to  determine 
the  agreement  of  1822,  upon  the  ground  of  tlie  appoint- 
ment of  the  receiver,  and  that  they  had  no  notice  of  the 
deed  of  1812,  although  they  claimed  under  parties  to 
that  deed. 
Upon  this  notice,  H.  filed  a  bill  against  K.  W.  and  F.,  and 
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also  against  C.|  upon  the  ground  of  acquiescence,  to 
compel  performance  of  the  agreement.  Held,  upon 
appeal,  that  a  court  of  equity  ought  not  to  compel 
specific  performance  of  the  agreement,  because  false  or 
erroneous  representations  as  to  the  profits  of  the  theatre 
had  been  made  by  H.,  with  a  view  to  fixing  the  terms  of 
the  rent,  and  also  as  to  the  terms  on  which  a  box  had 
been  let,  although  the  Defendants  had  access  to  the 
books  of  account,  from  which  the  real  state  of  the 
profits  might  be  ascertained,  and  had  been  two  years  in 
.  possession  under  the  agreement,  and  made  alterations 
in  the  theatre  and  the  management  of  it,  by  which,  as  the 
Plaintiff  contended,  his'interest  was  affected.— Harm  ▼« 
KemUe  -  -  «  -  p.  7S0 

SURETY.    See  Dsbtor  and  Crbditor. 

TAIL-QUASI.    iSeeWiLL. 

TITHES. 

Upon  a  bill  for  tithes,  by  the  lessee  of  a  prebendary, 
against  the  occupier  of  a  farm,  he,  by  way  of  defence^ 
suggested  that  his  hrm  was  part  of  the  possession  of  a 
dissolted  monastery;  that  the  farm  was  situate  in  a 
district  which  had  formerly  been  a  distinct  parish,  and 
was  still  distinct  in  some  respects ;  that  all  the  lands 
in  that  district  had  paid  from  time  immemorial  only  one 
twentieth,  instead  of  one  tenth  of  the  produce,  and 
that  the  other  twentieth  was  a  portion  of  tithe  belonging 
to  the  farm  as  part  of  the  lands  of  the  dissolved 
monastery. 
Held  that,  assuming  the  district  to  have  been  a  distinct 
parish,  the  presumption,  arising  from  evidence,  tending 
to  prove  one  moiety  to  have  been  a  portion  of  tithes, 
is  rebutted,  the  other  moiety  not  being  accounted  for ; 
and  that  the  common  law  right  of  the  parson  to  tithes 
applied  as  much  to  the  whole  of  two  united  parishes,  as 
to  the  tithes  of  one  of  the  parishes  before  the  supposed 
union.  —  JVUson  v.  Kensington        •         -        *    p.  475 

TRUST.    SeelssvE,  2. 

VENDOR  and  PURCHASER.    See  Equity. 

A.,  B.,  and  C.  being  seised  of  lands  as  co-parceners  by 
indenture,  made  upon  the  marriage  of  A.  in  1771,  her 
share  was  conveyed  to  W.  and  P.,  in  trust  for  the  hus- 
band and  wife  and  their  issue,  according  to  the  usual 
course  of  settlement.  There  was  issue  of  the  marriage, 
who  lived  to  attain  vested  interests  in  tlie  lands,  and 
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married  P.,  who  survived  W.t  his  co-trubtee.  Ia  1793  a 
fine  was  levied  by  A.  and  her  second  husband  of  her 
share  of  the  lands,  but  the  trustees  were  not  parties  to 
the  fine :  a  similar  fine  was  levied  by  B.  and  her  hus- 
band. By  a  deed  in  179^»  A.  and  B.,  with  their 
respective  husbands,  and  P.  (his  wife  C.  being  dead), 
conveyed  the  lands  to  P.,  a  purchaser  in  fee.  The  con- 
sideration money  was  stated  to  be,  and  was»  paid  to  A.  and 
B.  and  their  respective  husbandsi  and  P.»  in  three  equal 
parts.  The  covenants  by  the  vendors  for  title  and  quiet 
enjoyment  were,  by  the  respective  husband  of  A.  and 
B.9  and  their  wives  and  their  heirs  respectively*  and  bj 
P.  for  himself,  his  heirs,  Sec,  and  the  heirs,  drc  of  C., 
his  deceased  wife*  There  was  also  a  covenant,  that 
the  fines  levied  by  A.  and  B.,  and  their  husbands,  should 
enure  to  F.,  his  heirs  and  assigns. 
After  the  death  of  A.  and  P.,  an  ejectment  being  brought 
by  the  issue  claiming  under  the  settlement  of  1771,  and 
the  heirs  of  P.,  as  surviving  trustee,  upon  exceptions 
to  the  Judge's  direction  at  the  trial,  and  a  writ  of  error 
against  a  judgment  overruling  the  exceptions,  the  fol- 
lowing points  were  determined:  —  1.  That  the. opera- 
tion of  the  deed  of  1794  was  to  convey  the  life  estate 
of  which  P.  was  seised  in  right  of  his  wife,  and  not  the 
legal  estate  in  fee,  of  which  he  was  seised  as  trustee  for 
A«  and  her  issue.  2.  That  the  enjoyment  of  P.,  under 
the  deed  during  the  life  of  A.,  was  not  an  adverse  pos- 
session, and,  3.  That  the  statute  of  limitations  did  not 
begin  to  run  against  the  issue  of  A*  until  after  her 
death. 

Held,^lso,  that  an  objection  to  the  verdict,  as  including 
the  entire  interest  in  the  lands,  instead  of  one  third,  not 
being  a  ground  of  exception,  could  not  be  entertained 
upon  the  writ  of  error ;  and  semble,  that  this  mistake 
might  be  rectified  by  application  to  the  Court  below. — 
Fausseti  v.  Carpenter  -  -  -  p.  75 

VESTING.     5«?eWiLL. 

VICARAGE.    See  Advowson. 

WAIVER.     See  Dbbtor  and  Creditor. 

WILL.    See  Mortmaik» 

A  testator  by  his  will  gave  400Qt  to  be  invested  in  stock, 
in  trust  to  pay  tlie  dividends  to  his  daughter  S.  during 
her  coverture,  and  upon  the  death  of  G.,  her  husband,  to 
transfer  the  capital  to  her  for  her  sole  use ;  but  in  case 
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G*  should  survive  his  daughter,  then  in  trust  for  H,,  F»| 
E.f  A*y  and  W.%  his  five  sons,  and  their  respective  issue 
(if  any),  to  be  divided  among  them  in  equal  shares  and 
proportions ;  such  issue  to  take  per  stirpes^  and  not|9^ 
capita.  He  also  gave  the  residue  of  his  personal  estate 
to  his  sonsi  H.^  F,,  E,^  A.^  and  W^  "  and  their  respect- 
<*  ive  issue  (if  any,  such  issue  to  take  per  stirpeSf  and 

*  *^  not  per  capiiat  to  be  divided  among  them  in  equal 
*^  shares  and  proportions ;  the  shares  of  such  of  them  as 
**  shall  have  attained  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  to 
<«  be  paid  to  them  respectively  forthwith  afler  the  testa- 
'<  tor's  decease ;  the  shares  of  such  of  them  as  should  be 
**  under  that  age,  to  be  paid  to  them  when  and  as  they 
**  should  respectively  attain  such  age/'  Declared,  that 
S,  dying  in  the  lifetime  of  G«,  the  sons  of  the  testator 
living  at  such  event  would  be  absolutely  entitled  to  the 
stock  in  equal  shares ;  but  if  any  of  the  sons  should  die 
in  the  lifetime  of  S.,  leaving  issue»  such  issue,  if  living 
at  the  death  of  5.,  would  be  entitled  to  the  share  or 
shares  of  the  fund  which  their  parents  would  have  been 
entitled  to  if  living,  such  issue  to  take  such  shares 
equally  among  them ;  and  adjudged,  that  the  sons  living 
at  the  death  of  the  testator  took  an  absolute  interest  in 
the  residue. 

Diet,  that  if  any  of  the  sons  had  died  in  the  lifetime  of  the 
testator,  his  children  living  at  the  death  of  the  testator 
would  have  taken  by  substitution  the  share  of  the  pa- 
rent. 

Whether  grandchildren  or  more  remote  descendants  would 
take  as  issue,  and  in  what  proportions,  qtueref '-^Pearson 
T*  Stephen  -  '  '       P*  ^^ 

WORDS,  "  Issue,"  Construction  of.    See  Will. 
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